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Abstract 
 
Student affairs professionals in higher education are expected to provide 
leadership in many ways on their campuses. Obtaining a more complete picture of the 
leadership characteristics of the profession is therefore important in informing those in 
the profession who provide continuing professional development programming and for 
those who teach in graduate student affairs programs. The purpose of this quantitative 
research study was to determine whether there were differences in the perceived 
leadership practices of student affairs professionals when analyzed by the independent 
variables of race, gender, level of current position, age, and highest degree earned. 
The instrument used in this survey was the Leadership Practices Inventory-Self 
(LPI-Self) originally developed by Kouzes and Posner (1988) and updated in 2003. The 
LPI contains 30 statements, organized into five subscales, describing behaviors rated on a 
10-point Likert-type scale. The five subscales are Model the Way, Inspire a Shared 
Vision, Challenge the Process, Enable Others to Act, and Encourage the Heart. The 
instrument measures an individual’s perceived use of the different behaviors in each 
leadership practice. 
An email was sent to 2,807 student affairs professionals in the Southern Region 
(Region III) of NASPA containing an invitation to participate in this study. A total of 713 
surveys were completed for an overall response rate of 25.4%. 
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A significant statistical difference was found in the leadership practice Encourage 
the Heart for race. Black student affairs professionals’ perceptions of their leadership 
practice of Encourage the Heart were statistically significantly higher than their Hispanic 
and White counterparts. In addition, a significant statistical difference was found for the 
independent variable level of current position where senior-level student affairs 
professionals scored statistically higher than mid- and entry-level professionals. 
Furthermore, for the independent variable highest degree earned, student affairs 
professionals with doctoral degrees scored significantly higher on all five leadership 
practices than student affairs professionals with masters’ or bachelors’ degrees. However, 
no significant differences were found between student affairs professionals with 
bachelors’ or a masters’ degrees.  
This study supports the idea that leadership development may be enhanced 
through experience and graduate work which results in obtaining a doctorate. The 
findings also suggest that student affairs professionals in mid- and entry- positions may 
benefit from development and pre-service programs where the leadership practice 
inventory is administered and professionals are made aware of their leadership practices . 
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Chapter 1: 
Introduction 
Changing demographics in American society have contributed to higher education 
institutions having diversified their student enrollments from exclusively White middle- 
and upper-class students to more racially and ethnically diverse students from various 
socioeconomic backgrounds. In 2005, minorities represented 31% of college students; 
which was a 16% increase from 1976 (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2008b). 
In addition to increased student diversity, the demographic trends in higher education 
demonstrate higher employment of minority professionals at colleges and universities 
(Sandeen, 2004). In the fall of 2007, minorities represented 17.5 % of faculty and staff 
positions, which was a 4% increase from 1997 when minorities held only 13% of faculty 
and staff positions (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2008b). However, 
researchers (Flowers, 2003; Freeman, 1998; Jackson, 2003) have contended that there is 
still much to be done to improve diversity among students and among the leadership of 
educational personnel in higher education. The division of student affairs has been 
viewed as particularly lacking in leadership diversity (Stewart, Russell, & Wright, 1997; 
Turrentine & Conley, 2001). One researcher (Straub, 1997) claimed that student affairs 
professionals generally lack understanding of their leadership practices and knowledge of 
potential factors that may influence how they lead. 
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A major goal of student affairs professionals has been to work collectively to 
provide leadership for various functional areas that facilitate the development and 
maintenance of college campus environments which promote holistic learning and 
development of students (Barr & Desler, 2000). According to Stage and Manning (1992), 
the efforts of student affairs professionals to include minorities have always been at the 
forefront of the multicultural agenda of advancing the diversity on college and university 
campuses. In fact, it has been suggested that the responsibility to recruit and retain 
students and student affairs professionals of different ethnic and cultural backgrounds has 
become a primary role of student affairs professionals (Jenkins, 1999; Stage & Manning, 
1992; Strange & Alston, 1998; St. Clair, 2007). 
Clayborne (2006) and Travis (1996) have suggested that the next generation of 
student affairs professionals will consist primarily of individuals who exemplify the 
diversity of students on college campuses. They have been expected to bring different 
experiences and leadership styles to their professional lives that will guide them in their 
decision making. Student affairs professionals must be aware of their leadership practices 
in order to effectively respond to the educational needs of diverse student populations and 
to help further the overall mission and goals of their respective colleges and universities 
(St. Clair, 2007; Straub, 1997). Straub (1997) stated, “Student affairs leaders who seek 
evaluation of their abilities must do three things: become aware of their leadership 
behavior, seek to understand how these behaviors affect their followers, and explore 
whether their behaviors are effective” (p. 4). A lack of awareness of the leadership 
behaviors of student affairs professionals and its effect on others has been determined to 
be detrimental to the leader’s effectiveness (Ewing, 1992). 
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Statement of Problem 
 The student affairs profession consists of individuals from different walks of life, 
experience levels, age groups, and cultural backgrounds. Many challenges and difficulties 
have arisen as these professionals work together to meet the needs of students and the 
goals of their individual departments. Some researchers have examined specific aspects 
of student affairs leadership, such as mid- and senior-level student affairs professionals 
and females in leadership positions (Brightharp, 1999; Travis, 1996). However, there 
remain many gaps in the research on the leadership practices of student affairs 
professionals. For example, there is little research on the leadership practices of entry-
level professionals. The purpose of this study was to research the leadership practices of 
student affairs professionals, with a focus on those groups that have been historically 
underrepresented (women, minorities).  
 The research on leadership and race in student affairs has been limited. The 
majority of the race-related research has focused on the negative experiences of 
minorities (Charleston, 2000; Clayborne, 2006, Newman, 2007; Parker, 2005; Simmons, 
1997); lack of opportunities for minorities (Lesage, Ferber, Storrs, & Wong, 2002; Hune 
& Chan, 1997) and the lack of minority leadership in higher education (de los Santos & 
Vega, 2008; Valverde, 2003). According to the American Council on Education (2007), 
little progress has been made in diversifying the presidency on college campuses. Blacks 
held 5.9% of college president positions, representing a 0.9% increase from 1986. 
Hispanics held 4.6% of college president positions, representing a 2.4% increase from 
1986, Asian Americans held 0.9% of college president positions, representing a 0.5% 
increase from 1986. Overall, minorities held 13.6% of college presidencies, which 
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represents a 5.1% increase from 1986. King (2008) suggested “colleges and universities 
must not only tap into the existing pool of qualified women in order to create greater 
gender diversity at the presidential level, but that much more significant efforts are 
necessary to create greater racial and ethnic diversity among presidents” (para 3). The 
lack of diversity among college presidents is similar to the lack of minorities represented 
in student affairs positions. According to the National Center for Educational Statistics 
(2008), Blacks held 9.3% (18,353) of the 196,324 executive, managerial, and 
administrative staff positions in higher education institutions in the fall of 2005. 
Hispanics held 4.2% (8,420) of these positions, Asians held 2.7% (5,493), and American 
Indians held only 0.5% (1,120).  
Existing research on race and leadership has been focused primarily on mid- to 
senior- levels of leadership. Travis (1996) researched the leadership practices of senior-
level student affairs professionals but did not examine entry- or mid-level professionals. 
Straub (1997) examined the mid- and senior-level leadership practices of student affairs 
professionals but did not examine entry-level. Brightharp (1999) studied the leadership 
practices of women in mid-level administrative positions in student affairs.  
This study was conducted to investigate the leadership practices of men and 
women in leadership positions in student affairs in entry-level, mid-level, and senior-
level administrative positions. Mills (2000) defined entry-level professionals as 
individuals who are new to the student affairs profession and work primarily with 
students. For the purpose of this study, entry-level administrators were defined as full-
time counselors or coordinators who held one of the following titles: Admissions 
Counselor, Student Activities Coordinator, or Residence Hall Director. Mills (2000) also 
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defined mid-level administrators as those who select, train, supervise, and develop staff; 
primarily entry-level staff. For the purpose of this study, mid-level administrators were 
defined as individuals supervising full-time professionals or graduate students who held 
one of the following titles:  Associate Dean, Assistant Dean, Associate Director, or 
Assistant Director. Jackson (2000) defined senior-level administrators as those who 
create a vision, understand institutional priorities, work with staff, market the institution, 
and host social functions that cultivate prospects. For the purpose of this study, senior-
level administrators were defined as individuals supervising mid- and entry-level 
administrators who held one of the following titles: Vice-President/Vice Chancellor, 
Dean, Assistant Vice President/Assistant Vice Chancellor, or Associate Vice 
President/Associate Vice Chancellor. Examining leadership practices based on entry-, 
mid-, and senior-levels of employment is important because, as Jackson (2002) indicated, 
people of color (racial minorities) have been overrepresented at lower administrative 
levels and, therefore, have been at somewhat of a disadvantage for promotion to mid-
level and senior-level administrative positions. 
 Senior-level administrators lead mid- and entry-level administrators, handle 
operational budgets, create a vision for their departments, and establish departmental 
goals. These responsibilities help shape leadership experiences by allowing leaders to 
interact with team members and to reach common goals (Hassan, 2008). The lack of 
minority representation at the senior-level and the inability of minorities to ascend to 
mid-and senior-levels can dramatically affect the leadership practices of entry-level 
minorities in student affairs who may lack guidance and mentorship.  
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 Gender also remains an issue that impacts society as a whole. At the beginning of 
the 21st century, women represented half of the workforce in the United States; however, 
they have continued to experience discrimination in salary, position, and opportunities for 
promotion (Beck & Davis, 2005; Tahmincioglu, 2004; Thomas, Bierema & Landau, 
2004). Examining leadership practices and gender of student affairs professionals is 
crucial. Better understanding of gender differences will be useful to current male and 
female student affairs professionals and to those who help develop and mold current and 
future student affairs professions to better deal with diversity-related campus issues.  
 The gender-mix of students on college campuses has changed significantly. 
Historically, men have outnumbered women in college attendance. However, according 
to the National Center of Education Statistics (2008b), females accounted for 57% of 
college students in 2007. This was a 25% increase from 1970 when only 41% of college 
students were female.  
 The increase in female enrollment on college campuses is consistent with female 
increases in student affairs positions. The National Center of Education Statistics (2008a) 
states that, in 2005, women constituted 51.5% of student affairs positions, which was a 
10% increase from 1991 when women held only 41% of student affairs positions. 
Although the gender-mix of student affairs professionals appears similar, the leadership 
practices of men and women are influenced by many different factors. In society, women 
have generally been viewed as individuals who “take care,” while men have been 
considered to be individuals who “take charge” (Eagly & Johannesen-Schmidt, 2001). 
The stereotypical view and responsibility of child-rearing and domestic issues have had a 
greater impact on women, and the stereotypical pressure to provide security and financial 
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stability have had a greater impact on men (Eagly & Johannesen-Schmidt, 2001; 
Valverde, 2003). It is possible that these societal depictions of men and women have 
manifested themselves in their perceived leadership practices. 
 Historically, research on leadership in higher education focused exclusively on 
White males. When predominantly White institutions (PWIs) of higher education began 
to employ more administrators of color, Black males were the first to be considered. 
However, recent studies on leadership (Miatra, 2007; Straub, 1997) have examined 
women and gender differences as it relates to their leadership practices. Although 
advances have been made in understanding the leadership styles of minorities and 
women, scant research exists that has examined the leadership practices of minorities and 
women in student affairs (Jackson, 2002).  
Although there have been fewer leaders of color than White leaders in higher 
education, the nature of student affairs calls for professionals to tackle various issues and 
concerns which impact students, including the diverse nature of students. In addition to 
handling student-related issues, student affairs professionals must cope with the lack of 
diversity in the profession and potential differences in perceived leadership practices of 
student affairs professionals. Consequently, several questions can be raised regarding the 
leadership practices of student affairs professionals in serving diverse student populations 
and working together to achieve departmental goals:  
• Do student affairs professionals of different races perceive their leadership 
practices differently?  
• Do male and female student affairs professionals perceive their leadership 
practices differently?  
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• Do student affairs professionals holding different levels of position perceive their 
leadership differently?  
• Do student affairs professionals of differing ages perceive their leadership 
differently? 
• Do student affairs professionals having completed different levels of educational 
achievement perceive their leadership differently? 
Answers to these questions were sought in this study to enhance the body of knowledge 
regarding the perceived leadership practices of student affairs professionals and 
illuminate the effects of various personal and job-related characteristics on their 
leadership practices.  
Purpose of the Study 
 There have been recent increases in the number of women and minorities in 
student affairs positions. An analysis of their leadership styles was intended to add to 
existing scholarly research concerning these professionals. The purpose of this study was 
to assess the leadership practices as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership 
Practices Inventory based on a convenience sample of student affairs professionals from 
Region III of the NASPA-Student Affairs Administrators in Higher Education. 
According to Tuttle, Dungy, and Kruger (2008), “at the end of 2006, NASPA 
experienced tremendous growth in the areas of women, professionals of color and entry- 
and mid-level professionals” (para. 4).This study was conducted to explore the leadership 
practices of student affairs professionals and determine if specific demographics (race, 
gender, level of current position, age, and highest degree earned) were associated with 
their leadership patterns and behaviors. 
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Significance and Goal of the Study 
            Student affairs professionals, like all professionals, are in constant need of 
personal and professional development. Obtaining a more complete picture of the 
leadership characteristics of the profession, with respect to the variables of sex, race, age, 
degree level and level of position, will benefit those interested in developing programs 
for pre-service and in-service professionals. Department heads and professional 
organizations will be much better prepared to develop professional development 
programs if they have a more complete understanding of how certain demographic 
variables are related to the leadership practices in the student affairs profession. This 
study will add valuable information for those who design those programs and the 
disseminated results of this study may allow practicing student affairs professionals to 
better mentor those entering the field. 
The goal of this study was to investigate the perceived leadership practices of 
student affairs professionals and identify differences that may exist between leadership 
practices and various demographic variables. This study was conducted to examine the 
extent to which differences exist between the leadership practices of student affairs 
professionals and the independent variables of race, gender, level of current position, age, 
and highest degree earned. 
Research Questions 
 Five research questions were used to guide this study of the leadership practices 
regarding student affairs professionals: 
1. To what extent do the leadership practices and behaviors of student affairs 
professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice 
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Inventory differ by race (Black, White, Hispanic, Asian, and Other), gender 
(male and female), and level of current position (entry, mid, and senior)? 
2. To what extent do the leadership practices and behaviors of student affairs 
professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice 
Inventory differ by the interaction between race (Black, White, Hispanic, 
Asian, and Other) and gender (male and female), race (Black, White, 
Hispanic, Asian, and Other) and level of current position (entry, mid, and 
senior), and gender (male and female) and level of current position (entry, 
mid, and senior)? 
3. To what extent do the leadership practices and behaviors of student affairs 
professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice 
Inventory differ by the interaction between race (Black, White, Hispanic, 
Asian, and Other), gender (male and female), and level of current position 
(entry, mid, and senior)? 
4. To what extent do the leadership practices and behaviors of student affairs 
professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice 
Inventory differ by age (Less than 20, 21-30, 31-40, 41-50, 51-60, 60+), and 
highest degree earned (associate’s, bachelor’s, master’s, and doctorate)? 
5. To what extent do the leadership practices and behaviors of student affairs 
professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice 
Inventory differ by the interaction between age (Less than 20, 21-30, 31-40, 
41-50, 51-60, 60+) and highest degree earned (associate’s, bachelor’s, 
master’s, and doctorate)? 
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Assumptions 
 There were three assumptions underlying this research on the leadership practices 
of student affairs professionals. These assumptions were: 
1. The Leadership Practice Inventory (LPI) accurately reflected the participants’ 
perceptions regarding their leadership practices. 
2. The Demographic Information Sheet (DIS) accurately reflected the 
participants’ characteristics. 
3. The participants from the Southern Region (Region III) of NASPA 
represented the larger population of student affairs professionals who are 
members of NASPA. 
Limitations 
1. The study was limited to the leaders’ self-perceptions, and their perceptions 
may have been subject to change over time. Perceptions are a subjective 
phenomenon, impacted by mood, experiences, and how individuals interpret 
their surroundings.  
2. The study’s demographic information sheet did not allow for the identification 
of multicultural, transgender, or homosexual orientations of individuals. Some 
professionals were born from parents of different cultural backgrounds. Often 
times, these professionals have to pick a specific cultural background when 
filling out surveys where multicultural is not an option. This study did not 
provide multicultural, transgender, or homosexual as options to choose from 
on the demographic information sheet because there existed the potential that 
these categories would yield a small number of responses and as a result, 
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specific statistical analyses could not have been conducted. Thus, the full 
range of diversity that may have existed among the participants could not be 
identified.  
3. Though the research was intended to focus specifically on student affairs 
professionals, it is possible that some participants in the study served in a dual 
role, as both student affairs professionals and faculty, on their respective 
campuses.  
Delimitations 
 A delimitation of the study was the analysis of leadership practices of student 
affairs professionals was limited to the Leadership Practice Inventory. Another 
delimitation of the study was that a single specific region of NASPA was surveyed due to 
NASPA’s strict organizational policies in surveying the entire NASPA membership. 
NASPA is organized around seven (7) geographic regions throughout the United States 
and International Countries. Region III was selected because it represents the largest 
region in NASPA. Region III is called the Southern Region and it consists of 11 states 
and 16 international countries. For the purpose of this study, the 16 international 
countries included in the Southern Region were not invited to participate because the 
Leadership Practice inventory was administered in English only. This may cause 
problems for professionals working in foreign countries where English is not the primary 
language. The total membership (excluding international members) of Region III was 
2,545 and this represents 22.5% of the total NASPA membership of 11,304 (NASPA, 
2010). Another delimitation of this study was that NASPA membership does not include 
all student affairs professionals and thus the Southern Region represents a convenience 
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sample of student affairs professionals. Although NASPA serves as an association for 
student affairs professionals, membership is not mandatory; members of this organization 
reflect a sample of student affairs professionals overall. Therefore, the results of this 
research cannot be generalized to the entire population of student affairs professionals. 
Definition of Terms 
1. Diversity. Quality, state, fact, or instance of being diverse; difference 
(Webster, 1997). For this study, diversity represented the full participation of 
diverse members in student affairs departments. This study focused on the 
differences in age, gender, race, and level of current position.  
2. Entry-level professionals. New professionals in student affairs who hold one 
of the following titles: Admissions Counselor, Student Activities Coordinator, 
or Residence Hall Director. 
3. Gender. Bass (1990) described gender as two biologically distinct sexes, male 
and female (p. 918). For this study, gender consisted of male and female 
professionals. 
4. Historically underrepresented. For this study, these groups included people of 
color and women. 
5. Leadership. Kouzes and Posner (2007) defined leadership as “a relationship 
between those who aspired to lead and those who chose to follow" (p. 24). 
6. Mid-level administrator. For the purpose of this study, mid-level 
administrators were defined as individuals supervising full-time professionals 
who held one of the following titles:  Director, Associate Dean, Assistant 
Dean, Associate Director, or Assistant Director. 
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7. Minorities. A racial, religious, ethnic, or political group smaller than and 
differing from the larger, controlling group in a community, nation, etc. 
(Webster, 2007).  
8. NASPA- Student Affairs Administrators in Higher Education. A professional 
organization for higher education student affairs administrators. 
9. Race. Refers to the racial classification of student affairs professionals and is 
divided into five components: (a) Black/African-American, (b) 
White/Caucasian, (c) Hispanic/Latino/non-White, (d) Asian/Pacific Islander, 
and (e) Other. 
10. Senior-level administrator. For the purpose of this study, senior-level 
administrators were defined as individuals supervising mid-level 
administrators who hold one of the following titles: Vice-President/Vice 
Chancellor, Dean, Assistant Vice President/Assistant Vice Chancellor, or 
Associate Vice President/Associate Vice Chancellor.  
11. Southern Region. The organizational vehicle to accomplish NASPA’s mission 
within the southeastern United States and selected international venues. 
12. Student Affairs. Higher education professionals responsible for programs and 
services that support the educational interests, rights, and welfare of students 
in accordance with the mission of the employing institution (Barr, 1995, p. 
15). Functional areas include, but are not limited to: admissions; commuter 
affairs; greek affairs; career planning and placement; counseling; health 
services; gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transsexual affairs; housing/residence life; 
international student affairs; multicultural affairs; judicial affairs; student 
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activities; orientation; women’s center; outreach, financial aid; registration; 
and first-year experience. 
13. Transformational leadership. Leadership that is developmental and 
constructive for both individuals and the organization. Transformational 
leaders act as role models encouraging employees to be innovative and to 
achieve a collective vision. 
Organization of the Study 
This research study was divided into five chapters. Chapter 1 contains the 
introduction, statement of the problem, purpose of the study, significance and goal of the 
study, research questions, assumptions, limitations, delimitations, definition of terms, and 
organization of the study. The literature review in chapter 2 describes the literature 
related to the history of student affairs and its leadership, leadership perspectives and 
leadership styles, Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Challenge, research involving Kouzes 
and Posner Leadership Practice Inventory, leadership literature on race, gender and 
leadership in higher education, level of current position of student affairs administrators, 
highest degree earned and age of student affairs administrators, and summary. Chapter 3 
explains the research methods applied. It includes the research design, instrumentation, 
participants, data collection, data analysis, and summary. Chapter 4 contains the survey 
distribution, survey responses, participants’ demographic information, correlation and 
reliability scores of the five leadership practices, and analysis of each research question. 
Chapter 5, the concluding chapter of the dissertation, contains the discussion, summary of 
results, comparison of findings to prior research, limitations, implications for practice, 
recommendations for future research, and conclusions. 
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Chapter 2:  
Literature Review 
 The overall purpose of this study was to explore the perceived leadership 
practices of student affairs professionals. Specifically, this study was conducted to 
determine the leadership practices of student affairs professionals in various types of 
student affairs positions by race, gender, and level of current position, age, and highest 
degree earned. Although there has been research conducted in regard to the profession of 
student affairs, scant research exists about the leadership practices of minorities and 
entry-level professionals in student affairs. The literature review addressed literature 
related to the history of student affairs and its leadership, leadership perspectives and 
leadership styles, Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Challenge, research involving Kouzes 
and Posner, leadership literature on race, gender and leadership in higher education, level 
of current position of student affairs administrators, highest degree earned and age of 
student affairs administrators, and summary. 
History of Student Affairs and its Leadership 
The history of student affairs can be traced back to the late 19th and early 20th 
centuries when LeBaron Briggs became the first Dean of Men in 1891 at Harvard 
University (Sandeen, 2004), and Alice Palmer became the first Dean of Women in 1892 
at the University of Chicago (Seigfried, 1992). Initially, the faculty, in reference to the 
doctrine “in loco parentis,” represented the role of parent to students. Although faculty 
served the role of parents to their students, the faculty began to embrace the Germanic 
research model, in which faculty placed a greater emphasis on research over teaching and 
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service. As the Germanic research model gained acceptance by faculty, a shift in focus 
towards academic freedom took place causing faculty to become more engaged in 
research (Delworth & Hanson, 1989). The leadership of higher education institutions had 
increasing concerns “about their ability to administer their institution[s] while assuming 
responsibility for student life issues” (Fenske, 1989a; Rentz, 1996, p. 37). As a result, the 
Student Personnel Point of View, a written report by the American Council on Education, 
was created in April 1937 (Rentz, 1996). The report indicated that the goals of the faculty 
shifted from a focus on students to a focus on research and the creation of new 
knowledge. This shift served as a catalyst that led to the profession of student affairs.  
At its inception, practitioners attempted to identify the parameters that would 
serve as the foundation of the profession “including attempts to define it, establish criteria 
for its practice, and clarify its role on campuses” (Rentz, p. 41). The profession adopted a 
holistic philosophy of education in which developing the “whole student” served as the 
foundation of student affairs professionals (Fenske, 1989b).  
The post-World War II period, as well as the social and political movements of 
the 1960s, brought about social changes that impacted the profession of student affairs. 
Ambler (1993) referenced Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, a case challenging 
equal access to education, and the G. I. Bill, which provided financial support to veterans 
of World War II, as being responsible for bringing “large numbers of diverse and first-
time generation college students to college campuses” (Ambler, 1993, p. 108). As a 
result, the profession formed associations and committees in order to discuss problems 
and issues which resulted from increases in enrollment and diversity on college 
campuses. The college student population changed dramatically, and campus leaders 
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began to deal with various gender and multicultural issues. In 1951, the National 
Association of Student Personnel Administrators (NASPA) was created, and its purpose 
was to “discuss and study the most effective methods in aiding students in their 
intellectual, social, moral, and personal developments” (Rhatigan, 1989, para. 13).  
Student Affairs Leadership 
The study of leadership in student affairs has focused primarily on the 
characteristics and barriers that have allowed or prevented leadership development. 
Clement & Rickard (1992) studied senior student affairs officers (N = 210) and identified 
characteristics that exhibited visionary and effective leadership. Similar to the traits 
identified by Bennis & Manus (1985) and Bennis (1989), the study revealed traits such as 
patience, follow-through ability, perseverance, commitment and passion for their work, 
integrity, and a strong work ethic. In addition, the study revealed three behaviors that 
senior student affairs officers exhibited: (a) a clear set of values, b) a shaped vision, and 
(c) plans to achieve the vision. Renick, Terrel, and Jones (1989) affirmed that leadership 
traits and behaviors can be learned, and “student affairs professionals can accrue the 
“skills and knowledge necessary for effective leadership” (p. 43). 
Researchers (Gardner, 1989; Komives & Woodard, 2003; Silverman, 1980) have 
examined student affairs and the importance of leadership development. In order to be 
successful and effectively deal with diversity challenges and issues that impact the 
“whole student” on college campuses, student affairs professionals need to work 
harmoniously and collectively (Sandeen, 2004, p. 1). For example, Gardner (1989) stated 
that successful organizations “work in quite imaginative ways to develop initiative 
downward and outward through their organizations and to develop their lower levels of 
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leadership” (p. 19). Analyzing the leadership practices of student affairs professionals, 
within the groups they represent, may illuminate any differences that exist and foster 
understanding that can lead to the development of leadership programs (Travis, 1996). A 
study of the leadership practices is critical because minimal research exists that examine 
differences between the characteristics of gender and race in student affairs. 
Understanding the differences in the leadership practices of student affairs professionals 
may help those individuals in a position of power and influence to better mentor and 
develop current and future professionals regardless of race and gender. 
Leadership Perspectives and Leadership Styles 
Many factors are incorporated when discussing leadership; thus, it is difficult to 
find a definition of leadership that is universally accepted. In part, the complexity of 
establishing a simple definition of “leadership” is that many theorists believe leaders 
serve multiple purposes. Among these are Bennis (1976), Bolman and Deal (1984), 
Bennis and Nanus (1985), Kouzes and Posner (1987), Northouse (2004), Rost (1993), 
and Yukl (1989). Bennis (1976) stated: 
“The leader must create for his institution clear-cut and 
measurable goals based on advice from all elements of the 
community.”  Further, “He must be allowed to proceed toward 
those goals without being crippled by bureaucratic machinery 
that saps his strength, energy, and initiative.”  Furthermore, “He 
must be allowed to take risks, to embrace error, to use his 
creativity to the hilt and encourage faculty and students to use 
theirs” (p. 43). 
 
In 1989, Yukl attempted to define and examine leadership approaches. He 
conveyed that “most definitions of leadership reflected the assumption that it involved an 
influence process whereby intentional influence was exerted by the leader over 
followers” (Yukl, 1989, p. 3). He identified four approaches that could have categorized 
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the current research on leadership:  (a) power-influence approach, (b) behavior approach, 
(c) trait approach, and situational approach. 
In addition to Yukl (1989), Northouse (2004) examined different leadership 
concepts and discussed the trait, skills, and style approaches to leadership. The “trait” 
theory focused on specific traits that separated leaders from followers (Bass, 1990; Jago, 
1982). Specific traits, such as personality traits, have been associated with one’s 
leadership perception (Lord, DeVader, & Alliger, 1986) and can be used to draw 
distinctions between leaders and non-leaders. Lord et al. (1986) found qualities such as 
intelligence, masculinity, and dominance were significant in how leaders were perceived 
(Northouse (2004). In trait theory, leadership has been viewed as a set of personal 
qualities that a leader either possesses or does not possess (Knight & Trowler, 2000). 
Furthermore, Northouse (2004) affirmed that leaders exude personal qualities of 
intelligence, self-confidence, determination, integrity, and sociability. Although trait 
theory has been viewed as vital to a complete understanding of leadership, it has not been 
as widely accepted as other approaches, because many individuals have viewed 
leadership as more than just possessing and using certain traits. For example, Stogdill 
(1948) believed that leadership was a “relationship between people in a social situation” 
(Northouse, p. 15). In essence, leadership takes place within specific situations at 
different times. Leadership requires skills both learned and cultivated. 
Leadership can be Learned 
“Leadership is an identifiable set of skills and abilities that are available to all of 
us” (Kouzes & Posner, 2003, p. 20). “Leadership has a multiplying effect and leadership 
ability is always the lid on personal and organizational effectiveness” (Maxwell, 1998, p. 
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7). Characteristics of leadership have included learnable skills like honesty, foresight, 
competence, credibility, motivation, and desire. These characteristics, therefore, have 
been closely aligned with the “skills” approach to leadership. The “skills” approach 
focuses on skills that could be developed by individuals. For example, Katz (1955) 
posited that there were three basic skills that serve as the foundation for effective 
leadership:  technical, human, and conceptual. The model created by Mumford, Zaccaro, 
Harding, Jacobs, & Fleishman (2000) examined a correlation between the performance of 
leaders and the knowledge and skills they possess. The skills approach has been used to 
frame leadership as the capabilities (knowledge and skills) that make effective leadership 
possible. In this approach, a leader’s ability to problem-solve and possess social judgment 
skills have been viewed as important to understanding social skills and leading 
effectively.  
The “style” approach focuses on the behavior of leaders and how leaders act. 
Conversely, the style approach does not reveal how a leader’s style is associated with 
performance outcomes (Bryman, 1992; Yukl, 1989). No universal style of leadership has 
emerged that can be effective in all situations. In essence, as situations change, so does 
style: no style is applicable to all situations.  
Leadership is a Relationship 
“Leadership is a relationship between those who aspire to lead and those who 
choose to follow. . . relationship characterized by mutual respect and confidence will 
overcome the greatest adversities and leave a legacy of significance” (Kouzes & Posner, 
2007, p. 24). Covey (1989) indicated that the basic task of leadership was to increase the 
standard of living and the quality of life for all stakeholders involved. According to him, 
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leaders should interact and engage in activities with peers and followers that generate 
ideas. For example, Bell and Smith (2002) stated that “ideas that make up a workable 
vision usually come from purposeful idea-seeking activity rather than from passive 
waiting for inspiration” (p. 27). Listening is important in leadership and may impact 
“innovation” (Kouzes & Posner, 2002) more so than “routine work” (p. 191). Likewise, 
Bell and Smith (2002) affirmed that leaders should not only “spend most of their time 
listening,” but also that “attentive listening can help a leader pick out key items of 
information useful for decision making” (pp. 37-38).  
Student affairs professionals work collaboratively with other professionals of 
different races, gender, ages, levels of degrees, or level of employment. A certain set of 
beliefs, competencies, and behaviors are necessary for student affairs professionals to 
successfully engage in collaborative leadership. Rodgers (2003) proposed a list of 
competencies that can increase the effectiveness of any leadership relationship: 
1. Ongoing Self-Development and Change. It is important to commit to a core 
set of values and continual self-reflection and evaluation when developing 
one-self. What did I do? Why did I do it? What did I learn? What would I do 
differently? These questions will promote change and development in any 
leader. 
2. Building Authentic Relationships with Diverse Others. One benefits from 
engaging in dialogue with a diverse group of professionals in order to learn 
from one another and share different experiences. This provides a sense of 
inclusion where professionals feel valued and free to share ideas. 
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3. Structuring a Collaborative Learning Environment. Creating an environment 
where individuals can learn from one another is extremely important. Senge 
(1990) asserted that striving for a mutual goal requires individuals to have to 
learn together and have a sense of mutual ownership. 
4. Sharing Power. Sharing power involves doing “with” group members as 
oppose to doing “to” or “for” group members. Group members have a voice in 
decision making, influencing the agenda, and building a mutual purpose. 
5. Engaging in Creative Conflict Conducted with Civility. Conflict resolution 
does not have to be counter-productive. It is possible to have conflict and 
forge a mutual purpose. Differences expressed in trust and openness can lead 
to new and creative insight. 
6. Forging Shared Purposes. Forging a shared purpose requires helping 
individuals make meaning of their involvement in the community. Similar to 
Inspiring a Shared Vision, group members believe in a common purpose and 
desire to achieve goals together. 
7. Asking Critical Questions. Asking questions allows leaders to constantly 
evaluate the reasoning behind the goals that are set. Similar to Challenge the 
Process, leaders want to know if things can be changed or modified to achieve 
a better result. 
8. Developing a Systemic View. A tremendous quality for leaders to possess is 
vision. Leaders often view the larger picture that is impacted by common 
everyday decisions. Having a holistic view enables leaders to see the 
ramifications of specific decisions before they occur. 
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Collaborative leadership focuses more on group successes than individual 
accomplishments. Student affairs professionals should “engage in rigorous intellectual 
analysis and personal self-assessment concerning what it means to be a leader” (Rodgers, 
2003, p. 463).  
Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Challenge 
Kouzes and Posner (2007) defined effective leadership as “a relationship between 
those who aspired to lead and those who chose to follow" (p. 24). Their journey to define 
leadership began in 1983 when the two authors began researching leadership. They 
wanted to know what people did when they were at their “personal best,” an experience 
in which something extraordinary was accomplished in an organization (Kouzes & 
Posner, 1987, p. 309). The “personal best” survey consisting of 12 pages and 38 open-
ended questions, made specific inquiries, such as: 
• “Who initiated the project?” 
• “What made you believe you could accomplish the results you sought?” 
• “What special, if any, techniques or strategies did you use to get other people 
involved in the project?”  
• "Did you do anything to mark the completion of the project, at the end or 
along the way?"  
• "What did you learn most from this experience?"  
• "What key lessons would you share with another person about leadership from 
this experience?" (Kouzes & Posner, 1987, pp. 309-310). 
 More than 550 personal best surveys were collected by Kouzes and Posner 
(1987). In addition, the researchers conducted 42 in-depth interviews examining mid- and 
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senior-level managers in public and private organizations. Kouzes and Posner (1987) 
expanded their research to include community, church, government, and student leaders. 
They found a “fundamental pattern of leadership behavior that emerged when people 
were accomplishing extraordinary things in organizations” (pp. 310-311). They identified 
the following five leadership practices within this fundamental pattern:   
• Model the Way 
• Inspire a Shared Vision 
• Challenge the Process 
• Enable Others to Act 
• Encourage the Heart  
In 2007, Kouzes and Posner provided brief definitions of these leadership practices: 
Model the Way 
Leaders who “model the way” possess the ability to set an example for followers 
by aligning their personal values with shared values. Engaging in meaningful discussion 
with team members and building a consensus in shared values serve as the foundation for 
modeling the way. Kouzes and Posner (2007) defined Model the Way as a practice where 
individuals  
effectively model the behavior they expect of others and must first be clear about 
their guiding principles . . . Leaders must find their own voice, and then they must 
clearly and distinctively give voice to their values. Leaders are supposed to stand 
up for their beliefs, so they’d better have some beliefs they stand up for. (p.15) 
 
Inspire a Shared Vision 
Leaders who “inspire a shared vision” possess the ability to envision the future 
and enlist others by appealing to shared aspirations. Engaging in meaningful discussion 
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about team members’ hopes, dreams, and aspirations are signs of a leader who inspires a 
shared vision. Kouzes and Posner (2007) believed that to inspire a shared vision one must 
have:  
the desire to make something happen; to change the way things are and to create 
something that no one else has created before. They see pictures in their mind’s 
eye of what the results will look like even before they have started their project, 
much as an architect draws a blueprint or an engineer builds a model. Their clear 
image pulls them forward. Leaders have to enlist others in a common vision. 
Leaders must have intimate knowledge of people’s dreams, hopes, aspirations, 
visions, and values. (p. 17) 
 
Challenge the Process 
 
Leaders who “challenge the process” search for opportunity to change, grow, and 
improve by taking risks, generating small wins, and learning from mistakes. Identifying 
innovative approaches, challenging the status quo, and creating a sense of forward 
momentum serve as the foundation for challenging the process. Kouzes and Posner 
(2007) defined Challenge the Process as a practice where individuals must serve as  
pioneers willing to step out into the unknown. They search for the opportunity to 
innovate, grow, and improve. The leader’s primary contribution is in the 
recognition of good ideas, the support of those ideas, and the willingness to 
challenge the system to get new products, processes, services, and systems 
adopted. Leaders know well that innovation and change involve experimenting 
and taking risks. Leaders are early adopters of innovation. They learn from their 
failures as well as their successes and they make it possible for others to do the 
same. (pp.19-20) 
 
Enable Others to Act 
Leaders who “enable others to act” promote cooperative goals, build trust, and 
share power and discretion. Strong leaders build and develop confidence in team 
members, develop cooperative working relationships, and pair team members with the 
proper people to get things done. Kouzes and Posner (2007) believed that to Enable 
Others to Act individuals should foster collaboration and build trust,  
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engaging those who must make the project work, and, in some way, all who must 
live with the results. Leaders make it possible for others to do good work. Leaders 
work to make people feel strong, capable, and committed. Leaders enable others 
to act not by hoarding the power they have but by giving it away. (p. 20-21) 
 
Encourage the Heart 
Leaders who “encourage the heart” recognize the contributions of others and 
show appreciation for individual excellence. Individual and group successes are 
celebrated to create a spirit of community. Informal social support among team members 
is encouraged, and team members feel good about the work they do. Kouzes and Posner 
(2007) defined Encourage the Heart as a practice where individuals must demonstrate  
genuine acts of caring that uplift the spirits of individuals and draw people 
forward. The leader’s job is to show appreciation for people’s contributions and to 
create a culture of celebrating values and victories. Leaders make sure people see 
the benefit of behaviors that align with cherished values. (p. 22-23) 
 
The Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI) was designed by Kouzes and Posner to 
assess approaches to leadership as measurable, teachable, and learnable. The LPI was 
originally completed by 120 M.B.A. students employed full time and attending school 
part time at a small private university. Kouzes and Posner (1987) confirmed that “after 
completing the instrument, an item-by-item discussion was performed leading to 
administering of the instrument to more than 3,000 managers and their subordinates. . . 
analysis of data from these respondents included tests of internal reliability and 
underlying factor structure” (p. 311). 
Kouzes and Posner (2002) stated that "embedded in the Five Practices of 
Exemplary Leadership were behaviors that could have served as the basis for learning to 
lead” (p. 21). They referred to these behaviors as “the ten commitments of leadership and 
they served as a guide for how leaders get extraordinary things done in organizations” (p. 
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21). According to Kouzes and Posner (2002), the Ten Commitments of Leadership are: 
1. Find your voice by clarifying your personal values. 
2. Set the example by aligning actions with shared values. 
3. Envision the future by imaging exciting and ennobling possibilities. 
4. Enlist others in a common vision by appealing to shared aspiration. 
5. Search for opportunities by seeking innovative ways to change, grow, and 
improve. 
6. Experiment and take risks by constantly generating small wins and learning 
from mistakes. 
7. Foster collaboration by promoting cooperative goals and building trust. 
8. Strengthen others by sharing power and discretion. 
9. Recognize contribution by showing appreciation for individual excellence. 
10. Celebrate the values and victories by creating a spirit of community. (2002, p. 
22) 
These ten commitments of leadership constitute the relationship between 
followers, leaders, and the ability to be successful as an organization (Kouzes & Posner, 
2002). As leaders begin to understand their current leadership behavior and experience 
challenges in their profession, they also begin to envision how their leadership behavior 
might change in the future as they grow and develop. 
Research Involving Kouzes and Posner’s LPI 
 The Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI) has been used for researching 
leadership in fields such as health care, non-profit, business, secondary education, 
religious sectors, and higher education. Many of the research in student affairs that uses 
the Leadership Practice Inventory focus on chief student affairs officers and women in 
senior- and mid-level leadership positions.  
Rozeboom (2008) examined the leadership practices of chief student affairs 
officers in selected institutions. The purpose of the study was to analyze similarities and 
differences between the self-reported leadership practices and observer-reported 
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leadership practices of chief student affairs officers. The instrument used by the 
researcher was Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practices Inventory (2005). In addition, 
demographic information (position title, years in position, gender, race/ethnicity, 
educational background, institutional type, and institutional size) were collected and 
analyzed. 
The results of the study showed that chief student affairs officers scored highest 
for Enabling Others to Act followed by Model the Way, Encouraging the Heart, and 
Challenging the Process. Inspiring a Shared Vision was perceived as the leadership 
practice least engaged in by chief student affairs officers. It was also revealed that chief 
student affairs officers rated themselves higher than their observers for all leadership 
practices. The greatest differences in ratings were for Enabling Others to Act, 
Encouraging the Heart, and Challenging the Process. Statistical significant differences 
were found for ethnicity, level of education, and institutional type.  
Maitra (2007) examined factors to which the success of female leaders on college 
campuses could be attributed. The purpose of the study was to analyze the educational, 
professional, and personal backgrounds of female vice presidents in nonacademic areas 
of higher education. The instruments used by the researcher were Bolman and Deal’s 
Leadership Orientation (1990) and Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practices Inventory 
(2003a). Maitra (2007) analyzed the data to assess the extent to which female vice 
presidents exhibited the five leadership practices of Kouzes and Posner. Also, Miatra 
assessed the extent to which significant differences existed between the framed 
leadership styles identified by the leadership orientations of Bolman and Deal (1990) and 
the leadership practices identified by the Leadership Practice Inventory of Kouzes and 
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Posner (2003a). The results of the study showed that female vice presidents scored 
highest for Enabling Others to Act followed by Model the Way, Encouraging the Heart, 
Challenging the Process, and Inspiring a Shared Vision. The study also showed a strong 
correlation between the majority of Kouzes and Posner’s leadership practices and 
Bolman and Deal’s “Human Resource Frame” and “Symbolic Frame.”  A negative 
correlation was observed between Kouzes and Posner’s “Inspiring a Shared Vision” and 
Bolman and Deal’s “Structural Frame.” 
Stout-Stewert (2005) examined the self-reported leadership practices of 126 
female chief executive officers from community college systems in rural, suburban, 
urban, and inner city settings. The study used the Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI) to 
investigate whether differences existed between the leadership practices of female 
community college presidents based on their institutional settings (rural, suburban, urban, 
or inner city). Differences in leadership practices were also assessed for factors such as 
experience, size of institutional student populations, educational level of the presidents, 
and the race/ethnicity of the student population. As a result, the presidents scored high on 
all of the five leadership practices, and no significant differences were revealed between 
rural, suburban, urban, and inner city presidents and the five leadership practices. 
Differences were revealed among the educational level of presidents and the leadership 
practice of “Inspire a Shared Vision.” 
The results of the study indicated that presidents with a master’s degree perceived 
themselves as inspiring a shared vision less than did presidents with a doctoral degree. 
Differences were also revealed among the race/ethnicity of presidents and the leadership 
practices of “Inspire a Shared Vision” and “Encouraging the Heart”. Black presidents 
 31 
 
perceived themselves as encouraging the heart and inspiring a shared vision more than 
did White presidents. Black presidents perceived themselves as encouraging the heart and 
inspiring a shared vision less than presidents that identified themselves as “Other.”  
Aaker (2003) used the Leadership Practices Inventory to examine differences in 
the leadership styles of female administrators. The purpose of the research was to study 
leadership in Tennessee Board of Regents community colleges to determine if the 
leadership styles of executive female administrators in student affairs differed from 
executive female administrators in academic affairs. Aaker (2003) received responses 
from deans, department heads, budget heads, directors, managers, coordinators, and vice 
presidents from 13 community colleges. Aaker (2003) also gathered demographic 
information, such as marital status, number of children, age, degree, unit, ethnicity, 
academic department, years as a faculty member, area of specialization, and years 
worked at the institution, from each participant. Her study revealed no statistical 
difference between the leadership styles of executive female administrators in academic 
affairs and executive female administrators in student affairs. However, differences in 
leadership practices were found for age, ethnicity, formal leadership training, number of 
children, and degree earned. In comparison to other ethnicities, Black and White female 
leaders scored significantly higher on the leader practice of Challenging the Heart. 
Brightharp (1999) examined the real and ideal leadership practices of women in 
mid-level administrative positions in student affairs. In her study, Brightharp (1999) used 
a modified version of Kouzes and Posner’s LPI to investigate the leadership practices of 
181 women (88 Black and 93 White) and 686 observers supervised by females. The 
modified version of the study used a 10-point Likert-type scale and examined how 
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observers actually lead versus how observers would ideally lead. The observers consisted 
of directors, associate directors, assistant directors, assistant deans, associate deans, 
assistant vice presidents, and graduate students.  
In addition to examining leadership differences between the racial groups, 
Brightharp (1999) studied the leadership differences between the leaders and their 
observers. In reference to the differences in “real” and “ideal” leadership practices, the 
results of the study showed that women believed their real leadership practices were 
insufficient in comparison to where they believed their ideal leadership practices should 
be. Observers rated female administrators higher than the females rated themselves in 
reference to Inspiring a Shared Vision. The opposite took place in Enabling Others to 
Act, as observers rated female administrators lower than female administrators rated 
themselves. 
The present study is similar to Straub’s 1997 study in which the leadership 
practices of senior student affairs officers at 400 college and universities throughout the 
United States were examined. The researcher wanted to assess the self-reported 
leadership perceptions of senior student affairs professionals, the perceptions of their 
observers, and compare the results of the two assessments. The influence of various 
demographic variables (gender, age, length of experience in student affairs, leadership 
training, level of education, and type of institution) was also investigated. A total of 183 
senior student affairs officers and 806 observers were involved in the study. Leader 
perceptions were significantly higher than observers in reference to Challenging the 
Process, Enabling Others to Act, and Encouraging the Heart. The data revealed no 
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significant difference in reference to gender, training, type of institution, and level of 
education. Age was a significant variable for observers but not for leaders. 
Leadership Literature on Race 
 The question can be posed as to whether the practice of leadership is a question of 
race. The majority of the research that has been conducted has examined this question 
based on differences between Black and White administrators. Epps (1995) examined and 
compared self-perceived leader behaviors and characteristics of Black and White chief 
student affairs administrators at colleges and universities. No significant difference was 
found between Black and White administrators when evaluating self-perceived leader 
behavior. However, Black leaders, in the study, believed they carried extra burdens 
because they were Black and that these burdens could impact their leadership roles.  
In addition to Blacks, other minorities have expressed the belief that cultural 
characteristics, such as ethnicity and race, as well as preconceived notions, constitute the 
most significant roadblock to their upward mobility and leadership development. Many 
Asian/Pacific Islander and Hispanic/Latino administrators, though having achieved entry-
level positions, have failed to ascend to mid-or senior-level positions. Wong (2002) 
asserted that Asian Americans have not been considered for senior-level positions as a 
result of a stereotype that characterizes Asians as hard workers but not good leaders. It 
was also suggested by de los Santos (2008) that Hispanics do not ascend to higher 
leadership positions because of the many obstacles, both within and outside of higher 
education, which impact their leadership ability. These obstacles include family 
pressures, cultural pressures, and economic pressures. Similarly, Hispanics have been 
called on to carry burdens in relation to social prejudices and cultural pressures that can 
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influence their leadership styles (Gonzalez, 2007). Many assignments given to Hispanics, 
in leadership positions have been minority-driven and focused around Hispanic groups. 
Hispanics have often been assigned to various committees because they represent a 
minority and not because of their intellectual contribution to the agenda (Lindsay, 1999).  
In addition, minority administrators have often lacked mentors on college 
campuses, and this can prevent them from gaining the knowledge and skills needed to 
ascend to positions of higher leadership. For instance, Asian/Pacific Islander 
administrators, according to Fujimoto (1996) and Saigo (1999), often experience a sense 
of isolation due to a lack of role models, mentorship, and inequality issues impacting 
their ability to lead.  
The characteristics of leadership associated with Asian-Americans have been 
consistent with trait leadership theory in that physical and behavioral features are strongly 
associated with effective leadership. Asian American women may be considered 
immature, ineffective leaders because of their youthful appearance and small stature 
(Hune, 1998). Communication skills have been viewed as a trait consistent with effective 
leadership. Asian-Americans, however, have been stereotypically perceived as quiet and 
reserved. The Asian accent has also worked against Asian-Americans and can contribute 
to their lack of confidence when they communicate with non-Asian individuals. Tien 
(1998) encouraged Asian-Americans to receive coaching to help reduce or eliminate their 
accents, because the “Asian and Latino accents are considered problematic and are an 
indication of a lack of schooling” (p. 34). 
Although minority representation in student affairs has increased, the overall 
numbers remained low in the early 21st century, and it has been acknowledged that 
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mentorships and opportunities for professional growth continue to be limited for 
minorities, and this may impact leadership opportunities for minorities to ascend to 
higher leadership positions in student affairs, where fewer minorities are present. This 
phenomenon can create a feeling of insecurity and isolation that can cause minority 
professionals to censor their comments and resist leadership development opportunities 
(Aguirre, Martinez, & Hernandez, 1993; Moses, 1989). 
Black Leadership in Higher Education 
A review of the literature revealed minimal research investigating the leadership 
practices of Black leaders and the factors that may impede their leadership abilities. 
Strozier-Newell (1994) examined the perceptions of Black male and White male senior-
level administrators in higher education as they related to cultural characteristics, 
motivational factors, and barriers associated with their leadership practices. Similar to 
Epps (1995), the results of this investigation showed that Black male administrators, 
more than their White counterparts, perceived that cultural characteristics associated with 
ethnicity and race had a greater impact on their leadership styles, their effectiveness as 
leaders, the perceptions that others had of their qualifications as administrators, and their 
leadership abilities.  
Clayborne (2006) examined the leadership experiences of Black women in mid-
level student affairs administrator positions. In her study, she interviewed six Black 
women and analyzed how life, education, and professional experiences impacted their 
leadership development. Clayborne (2006), revealed certain experiences, such as 
interaction with peer groups, involvement in extracurricular activities, supervisors, 
parental support, church involvement, social organizations, and seeking mentors, to be 
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vital to the respondents’ leadership development. The respondents identified the 
confounding elements of racial and gender issues as undertones impacting their 
leadership experiences. In addition, Payne (2002) investigated the career success of Black 
women in higher education. He focused his study on the external and internal factors that 
could lead to success in higher education. It was revealed that Black women possessed 
specific attributes, such as strong communication skills, risk taking, and training that 
could lead to success. Understanding how these attributes relate to Kouzes and Posner’s 
(2007) five leadership practices is useful in understanding how Blacks lead and create the 
foundation for future leadership development opportunities. 
Hispanic Leadership in Higher Education 
The research surrounding Hispanic leadership focuses more on the barriers that 
impact leadership ability than specific leadership practices. In 2008, Rebecca de los 
Santos conducted a study examining the barriers experienced by Hispanic female 
administrators in higher education. de los Santos (2008) interviewed eight female 
administrators who were Vice-Presidents, Associate Vice-Presidents, Deans, and Chairs 
in community colleges in Texas. These Hispanic administrators identified specific 
obstacles, such as the glass ceiling, social prejudice, cultural influences, and critical mass, 
as barriers hindering their leadership development and ascension to higher leadership 
positions.  
A lack of mentoring has also been cited as a major problem for Hispanics. 
Ehrich (1995) stated that access to mentoring is a precursor to a successful career and 
developing leadership skills. Mentoring provides mentees with a vital opportunity to 
evaluate their current leadership skills, and mentors serve as guiding lights to future 
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goals and leadership challenges. According to Quinlan (1999), mentors expose mentees 
to the political aspects, traditions, culture, and philosophy of the respective 
organizations. Understanding these components is vital to the leadership development 
of a mentee and lays the foundation for future leadership positions. According to 
Quinlan, Hispanics lack this type of mentoring, and the few Hispanics in leadership 
positions feel over-worked and unappreciated.  
Maack and Passett (1993) explained that people typically select individuals with 
similar appearances and experiences with whom to associate and mentor. Consequently, 
Hispanics have often been at a disadvantage due to the lack of mentors available in 
leadership positions in student affairs. According to Lindsey (1999), Hispanics are asked 
to mentor other Hispanics, and this is positive. However, Hispanics have often not been 
asked to mentor other minority groups or Whites, resulting in Hispanics feeling that their 
primary roles are to deal only with Hispanic issues. These situations have caused 
Hispanics to stretch beyond their limits to break negative stereotypes often forgoing 
marriage and children, and experiencing minimized personal relationships.  
Asian Leadership in Higher Education 
In the 1960s, Asian-Americans, in comparison to other minorities, were 
considered the “model minority” (Wong 2002, p. 22). Asian-Americans were not 
regarded negatively by images of poverty, susceptibility to crime, or having 
dysfunctional families (Wong, 2002). They were considered to be hard workers, quiet, 
focused, and obedient. Today, perceptions of Asian-Americans have not changed, and 
although these characteristics remain positive, they also have created a negative picture 
of Asian-Americans in relation to their ability to be effective leaders (Chang & Wang, 
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1991; Duleep & Sanders, 1992; Lee, 1996; Osajima, 1988). The stereotypical view of 
Asian-Americans is a submissive and quiet one. In contrast, leaders are traditionally 
viewed as charismatic, assertive, and self-confident (Bensimon, Neumann, & Birnbaum, 
1989). According to Wong (2002), this is not to say Asian-Americans do not have strong 
leadership qualities, but they are often viewed as hard workers rather than good leaders. 
Haro (1991) conducted a study examining the lack of Asian American leaders in higher 
education. In that study, a campus administrator was quoted as saying, “Asians are not 
interested in student affairs jobs. . . they are not, by temperament, prepared for such roles 
and are more interested in research or business jobs” (p. 153).  
The leadership practices of Asian Americans need to be examined for numerous 
reasons. First, identifying their leadership practices can cause other minorities and Whites 
to view Asian-American leadership differently. Second, Asian-Americans leaders would 
be better able to mentor future Asian-American leaders and provide opportunities to help 
them develop. Third, these leaders would serve as images of leadership for young Asian 
American professionals who strive for leadership positions. Without leadership 
development and opportunities, the alleged negative stigma surrounding Asian-
Americans may continue to be detrimental to their ability to ascend to leadership 
positions, prevent them from exhibiting transformational leadership qualities when 
mentoring other Asian-American professionals, and psychologically damage their self-
confidence and ability to lead effectively. Wong &Nagasawa (1991) stated that Asian-
Americans were more likely than White Americans to agree that “people of authority 
don’t think Asians make good managers or administrators” (p. 4). Asian Americans have 
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been aware of the negative stereotypes that exist and understand the challenging road 
ahead for future Asian American leaders. 
Gender and Leadership in Higher Education 
Gender-based leadership has been a major topic in leadership study for many 
years. Students of gender-based leadership have strived to understand barriers and 
differences between the leadership qualities of men and women. Starratt (1993) addressed 
the need for leadership that is grounded in the firm understanding of the human condition 
of feminine and masculine individuals. Eggins (1997) addressed empowerment in the 
following discussion of feminine qualities: 
Feminine qualities are often described in terms of nurturing, sensitivity, 
listening to and supporting others. These qualities are important for 
empowerment and for current emphasis in organizations on teamwork 
and participation. In recent work on leadership and women, the theme of 
empowerment is taken up, both as a means of encouraging women to 
feel empowered to aspire to leadership roles and through emphasizing 
the importance of leadership through empowerment of followers. (p. 9) 
 
Many barriers, both within and outside an academic institution, emerge when 
women obtain administrative positions in higher education. Gregory (1999) stated that 
internal barriers are based on both perceptions of capabilities to work in a leadership role 
and personal leadership styles. Harris, Smith, & Hale (2002) discussed the difficulties 
and challenges facing women and their leadership styles in a male-dominated public 
sphere. Helgesen (1990) asserted similar themes in her study of female leaders. After 
studying female leaders from various fields, she contrasted women’s and men’s 
leadership styles and practices. She found that the leadership styles of women tended to 
be more caring and team-oriented as opposed to the authoritative and domineering 
approaches of men.  
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Hyman (1980) stated that effective leadership depends on effective interpersonal 
communication, and that “women have their own unique feminine communication styles” 
(p .41) that foster good interpersonal relations and transmit “warmth, helpfulness, 
concern, and satisfaction” (p. 43). Shakeshaft (1989) observed in her research that though 
men tended to be more harsh and direct with their comments, women demonstrate respect 
to their audience through listening, echoing, summarizing, polite speech, and non-
antagonistic responses. In addition, the Hagberg Consulting Group (1998) concluded that 
women were significantly better leaders, outpacing men in several areas of leadership. 
Holtkamp (2002) stated that women exhibit leadership characteristics such as: (a) 
creating and articulating a clear vision, (b) goal setting and setting clear direction, (c) 
taking charge in difficult situations, (d) being inspirational role models, (e) setting high 
performance standards, and (f) assuming responsibilities.  
Numerous studies (Eagly, Karau, &Makhijani, 1995; Eggins, 1997; Harris et al., 
2002; Tharenou, Latimer, & Conroy, 1994) have been conducted that examine the 
differences in leadership effectiveness and practices based on gender. Men traditionally 
have been considered to exhibit leadership signs of “independence, rationality, and self-
reliance” (Forisha, 1981, p. 10), and they have appeared to be more effective in 
environments where more men were present and more control was required (Eagly, 
1987). Conversely, women have been thought to traditionally exhibit signs of 
“dependence, emotionality, and support” (Forisha, 1981, p. 10). Environmental factors, 
such as family, marital status, and number of dependents have had a greater impact on 
women and their effectiveness than men. Women have tended to excel in less 
bureaucratic environments where they can demonstrate a unique leadership style that 
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fosters communication and job satisfaction (Bell & Nkomo, 2001). Rosner (1990) 
defined the leadership style of women as “interactive leadership” (p. 120) because 
women exhibit characteristics that encourage participation, sharing power and 
information, and enhancing the self-worth of others.  
Level of Current Position of Student Affairs Administrators 
The literature examining the leadership practices of student affairs professionals 
and the levels of their current positions was not extensive. Expanding the literature base 
was critical in determining whether differences exist amongst entry-, mid-, and senior-
level administrators of student affairs. Examining the leadership practices of student 
affairs professionals by the level of their current positions could provide a road map for 
young administrators and how their leadership might develop. In addition, understanding 
the leadership practices of entry-level professionals could provide mid- and senior-level 
administrators with greater insights with regard to developing and mentoring young 
professionals. Grady (1999) conducted a study of transformational leadership styles of 
Black higher education administrators in North Carolina. In his investigation, he 
examined differences between Black mid- and senior-level leaders and their subordinates 
regarding transformational components as measured by Baker’s (1996) Multifactor 
College Leadership Questionnaire-III developed by Baker (1996). No significant 
statistical differences were revealed in the perception of leaders' transformational 
behaviors when comparing mid- and senior-level leaders.  
As entry-level professionals enter the field of higher education, motivation and 
mentorship are vital to their development for future leadership roles. These individuals 
often question policies and procedures and are the first to volunteer and try new ideas. It 
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could be surmised that young professionals are more likely to Challenge the Process and 
Encourage the Heart as described in the leadership practices of Kouzes and Posner 
(2007). It could also be assumed that these leadership practices might differ as these 
young professionals grow and ascend to higher administrative positions.  
Highest Degree Earned and Age of Student Affairs Administrators 
Examining the leadership practices of student affairs professionals by highest 
degree earned and their age can potentially reveal some interesting findings that may 
serve as the foundation for future research. Individuals in senior-level administrative 
positions are typically older and possess a terminal degree. Professionals with higher 
degrees are often recruited for mid- to senior-level positions and exemplify greater 
diversity in their leadership (Evans, 1994). Hassan (2008) found that “progressive job 
responsibilities [and] challenging job assignments” (p. 64) were found to be valuable for 
leadership development. The opportunities to assume increased job responsibilities and 
take on challenging assignments are often provided to professionals with higher degrees. 
Townsend & Weise (1992) noted that “possessing a doctorate degree is generally 
perceived as being necessary for advancement to senior-level administrative positions, 
particularly in larger institutions” (p. 57). The results of these studies clearly show the 
importance of having earned a higher degree and its significance in ascending to higher 
leadership positions. 
In addition, student affairs professionals of different age groups interact on a daily 
basis to achieve objectives and goals. Student affairs professionals can begin their careers 
in student affairs soon after they gain acceptance into a graduate program, often in their 
early 20s. Examining differences by age in the leadership practices of student affairs 
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administrators can allow for better understanding among professionals regarding 
expected levels of job performance. Aaker (2003) used the Leadership Practices 
Inventory to examine differences in the leadership styles of female administrators of 
various ages. She found that 52.4% of the respondents were over the age of 50 and the 
leadership practices most exhibited were Enabling Others to Act and Modeling the Way. 
Summary 
A review of the literature pertaining to the history of student affairs, leadership 
styles, and practices of student affairs professionals has been presented in this chapter. 
Recent studies on leadership in student affairs have focused on women and a comparison 
of mid- and senior-level administrators. The literature review has revealed a continuing 
need to investigate student affairs professionals based on level of current position, 
minority status, and gender as well as age and highest degree earned.  
The literature review has shown a need for student affairs professionals to 
evaluate their leadership practices. Better understanding of leadership practices by 
various demographics has the potential for providing a complete picture of leadership 
practices of the profession. In addition, assessing leadership characteristics can be 
informative to those in the profession who provide professional development programs 
and those who teach in graduate student affairs programs. 
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Chapter 3: 
Methodology 
 This quantitative research study was conducted to investigate two specific 
objectives. The first objective of this study was to determine whether there were 
differences in the perceived leadership practices of student affairs professionals in 
relation to the independent variables in this study (race, gender, level of current position, 
age, and highest degree earned). The second objective was to determine whether there 
were differences in the perceived leadership practices of student affairs professionals and 
the interaction between specific groups of independent variables. This chapter describes 
the research design, instrumentation, participants, data collection, data analysis, and 
summary. The following five research questions were used to address the two objectives 
of this study. 
1. To what extent did the leadership practices and behaviors of student affairs 
professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice 
Inventory differ by race (Black, White, Hispanic, Asian, and Other), gender 
(male and female), and level of current position (entry, mid, and senior)? 
2. To what extent did the leadership practices and behaviors of student affairs 
professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice 
Inventory differ by the interaction between race (Black, White, Hispanic, 
Asian, and Other) and gender (male and female), race (Black, White, 
Hispanic, Asian, and Other) and level of current position (entry, mid, and 
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senior), and gender (male and female) and level of current position (entry, 
mid, and senior)? 
3. To what extent did the leadership practices and behaviors of student affairs 
professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice 
Inventory differ by the interaction between race (Black, White, Hispanic, 
Asian, and Other), gender (male and female), and level of current position 
(entry, mid, and senior)? 
4. To what extent did the leadership practices and behaviors of student affairs 
professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice 
Inventory differ by age (Less than 20, 21-30, 31-40, 41-50, 51-60, 60+), and 
highest degree earned (associate’s, bachelor’s, master’s, and doctorate)? 
5. To what extent did the leadership practices and behaviors of student affairs 
professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice 
Inventory differ by the interaction between age (Less than 20, 21-30, 31-40, 
41-50, 51-60, 60+) and highest degree earned (associate’s, bachelor’s, 
master’s, and doctorate)? 
Research Design 
The research design that was used to achieve the objectives of this study was 
survey research. According to Gall, Borg, and Gall (2003), survey research involves the 
use of a questionnaire to “collect data from a sample that has been selected to represent a 
population to which the findings of the data analysis can be generalized” (p. 223). 
Surveys can explore and explain relationships among variables, and they are the most 
common method used in the study of leadership (Yukl, 2006). According to Creswell 
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(2002), “Surveys are most suitable to assess trends or characteristics of a population; 
learn about individual attitudes, opinions, beliefs, and practices; evaluate the success or 
effectiveness of a program; or identify the needs of a community” (p. 421).  
Instrumentation 
 The instrument used in this survey was the Leadership Practices Inventory-Self 
(LPI-Self) originally developed by Kouzes and Posner (1988) and updated by the authors 
in 2003. A copy of the LPI-Self is included in Appendix A. The LPI-Self has been 
determined to provide a reliable way to introduce student affairs professionals to their 
perceived leadership style and help them ground their leadership practices in their own 
experiences (Kouzes & Posner, 2003). It has also been used to measure the perceived 
leadership practices of student affairs administrators. In addition to the LPI-Self, a 
demographic information sheet (DIS) was used to elicit level of current position, highest 
degree earned, age, race, and gender of participants. The DIS is presented in Appendix B.  
The LPI-Self was originally created to measure leadership behavior. Kouzes and 
Posner stated that the LPI was based (a) on responses to the Personal-Best Experience 
Questionnaire and (b) on a series of case studies where more than 1,100 managers were 
asked questions pertaining to their “personal best” as leaders. The authors analyzed these 
responses. “Through a triangulation of qualitative and quantitative research methods” 
(Kouzes & Posner, 1995, p. 341), they developed the Leadership Practices Inventory 
(LPI). The attributes that materialized from questions and interviews led to the academic 
framework for the leadership practices measured by the five categories within the LPI. 
These categories are: (a) Modeling the Way, (b) Inspire a Shared Vision, (c) Challenge 
the Process, (d) Enable Others to Act, and (e) Encourage the Heart.  
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The LPI contains 30 statements, organized into five subscales, describing 
behaviors to be rated on a 10-point Likert-type scale where 1 = Almost never, 2 = Rarely, 
3 = Seldom, 4 = Once in a while, 5 = Occasionally, 6 = Sometimes, 7 = Fairly often, 8 = 
Usually, 9 = Very frequently, and 10 = Almost always. The LPI requires about between 
seven and ten minutes to complete. The five subscales are Model the Way, Inspire a 
Shared Vision, Challenge the Process, Enable Others to Act, and Encourage the Heart, 
and the scores on each subscale can range from 6 (lowest) to 60 (highest). Table 1 
illustrates the subscales and the specific survey items assigned to the individual 
leadership practices.  
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Table 1  
Relationship of Survey Items to Leadership Practices Subscales 
Subscales Items Leadership Practices Survey Items 
Model the Way   
   1 I set a personal example of what I expect of others. 
   6 I spend time and energy making certain that the people I work with adhere to 
the principles and standards we have agreed on. 
 11 I follow through on promises and commitments that I make. 
 16 I ask for feedback on how my actions affect other people’s performance. 
 21 I build consensus around a common set of values for running our organization. 
 26 I am clear about my philosophy of leadership. 
  
Inspire a Shared Vision  
   2 I talk about future trends that will influence how our work gets done. 
   7 I describe a compelling image of what our future could be like. 
 12 I appeal to others to share an exciting dream of the future. 
 17 I show others how their long-term interests can be realized by enlisting in a 
common vision. 
 22 I paint a “big picture” of what we aspire to accomplish. 
 27 I speak with genuine conviction about the higher meaning and purpose of our 
work. 
  
Challenge the Process  
   3 I seek out challenging opportunities that test my own skills and abilities. 
   8 I challenge people to try out new and innovative ways to do their work. 
 13 I search outside the formal boundaries of my organization for innovative ways 
to improve what we do. 
 18 I ask “What can we learn?” when things don’t go as expected. 
 23 I make certain that we get achievable goals, make concrete plans, and establish 
measurable milestones for the projects and programs that we work on. 
 28 I experiment and take risks, even when there is a chance of failure. 
  
Enable Others to Act  
   4 I develop cooperative relationships among people I work with. 
   9 I actively listen to diverse points of view. 
 14 I treat others with dignity and respect. 
 19 I support the decisions that people make on their own. 
 24 I give people a great deal of freedom and choice in deciding how to do their 
work. 
 29 I ensure that people grow in their jobs by learning new skills and developing 
themselves. 
  
Encourage the Heart  
   5 I praise people for a job well done. 
 10 I make it a point to let people know about my confidence in their abilities. 
 15 I make sure that people are creatively rewarded for their contributions to the 
success of our projects. 
 20 I publicly recognize people who exemplify commitment to shared values. 
 25 I find ways to celebrate accomplishments. 
 30 I give the members of the team lots of appreciation and support for their 
contributions. 
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Reliability and Validity 
 For many years, researchers have administered surveys and produced results 
corroborating the reliability and validity of the Leadership Practices Inventory (Kouzes & 
Posner, 1987). These studies have demonstrated that the “internal reliabilities (Cronbach 
alphas) on the Leadership Practices Inventory, as a whole, range between .81 and .91; 
with the reliability for the LPI-Self ranging from .71 to .85” (p. 343). Similar levels of 
reliability have been reported in studies involving higher education professionals. 
Brightharp (1999) examined the real and ideal leadership practices of women in mid-
level administrative positions in student affairs and reported that reliability ranged 
between .71 and .82. Bauer (1993) examined the leadership practices of college 
presidents from the Northeast using the LPI-Self and reported reliability coefficients that 
ranged between .71 and .84. Ottinger (1990) also examined differences in leadership 
practices and selected demographic characteristics of women executives in the top three 
positions of higher education and banking and reported reliability coefficients ranging 
between .71 and .82. In this study, reliability (Cronbach alphas) was calculated for all 
five dependent variables. 
In regard to validity, the predictive validity of the leadership practice inventory 
has been examined. Gall et al. (2003) defined predictive validity as “the extent to which 
the scores on a test administered at one point in time accurately forecasts the test takers’ 
scores on another measure administered at a later point in time (p. 633). In relation to 
managerial effectiveness, Kouzes and Posner (1995) stated:  
Regression analysis was performed, with leader effectiveness as the dependent 
variable and the five leadership practices as the independent variables. The 
regression equation was highly significant (F= 318.88, p<.0001). The leadership 
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practices explained over 55 percent (adjusted R2 = .756) of the variance around 
constituents’ assessment of their managers’ effectiveness. (p. 349) 
 
The concurrent validity of the leadership practice inventory has been examined 
for effectiveness in relation to various descriptive data. Gall et al. (2003) defined 
concurrent validity as “the extent to which individual scores on a new test corresponds to 
their scores on an established test of the same construct that is administered at 
approximately the same point in time” (p. 621). Since approximately 1990, researchers 
using the LPI have been consistent in revealing statistical differences for psychometric 
properties. Through factor analysis and meta-review, Kouzes and Posner (2008) have 
determined the leadership practice inventory has concurrent validity for psychometric 
properties such as gender, hierarchical positions, age, ethnicity, educational level, tenure, 
and organizational size. The LPI has been used in higher education to research female 
administrators, (Burkhart,1999; Gorenflo, 1994) head coaches, and athletic directors, 
(Armstrong, 1992; Coffman, 1999) college presidents, (Broome, 2003) academic deans, 
(Castro, 2003) and chief faculty officers, (Amnuckmanee, 2002). The large numbers of 
researchers who have used the LPI substantiates its utility and robustness. Overall, the 
LPI has demonstrated excellent validity and leadership scores have been consistently 
linked with organizational effectiveness such as team-cohesiveness, satisfaction, 
commitment, and credibility (Kouzes & Posner, 2002). 
Participants 
 Student affairs professionals invited to participate in this study included registered 
members from the 11 states included in the Southern Region (Region III) of NASPA- 
Student Affairs Administrators in Higher Education. The southern region of the NASPA 
serves the following states: Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, 
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North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia. A total of 16 
international countries have been included in the Southern region, but for the purpose of 
this study these countries were not included due to the potential language barrier with the 
Leadership Practice Inventory. The LPI was uploaded onto surveymonkey.com in 
English format and was not available in other languages. The Southern Region (Region 
III) consists of 2,545 members representing 22.5% of the total NASPA membership 
11,304.  
NASPA (2010) identified the membership categories for student affairs as: 
admissions, commuter affairs, greek affairs; career planning and placement; counseling; 
health services; gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transsexual affairs; housing/ residence life; 
international student affairs; multicultural affairs; judicial affairs; student activities; 
orientation; women’s center; and student affairs administrators. Other departments 
considered were outreach, financial aid, registration, and first-year experience. Though 
some of these departments are within academic affairs at some institutions, they are still 
considered student affairs functional areas. Thus, for the purposes of this study they were 
included. 
In reference to the independent variable, level of current position, administrators 
were categorized as entry-level, mid-level, and senior-level administrators. For the 
purpose of this study, entry-level administrators were defined as Admissions Counselors, 
Student Activities Coordinators, and Residence Hall Directors. Mid-level administrators 
were defined as individuals who supervise full-time professionals and hold one of the 
following titles: Director, Associate Dean, Assistant Dean, Associate Director, or 
Assistant Director. Senior-level administrators were defined as individuals who supervise 
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mid-level administrators and hold the following titles: Vice-President/Vice Chancellor, 
Dean, Assistant Vice President/Assistant Vice Chancellor, and Associate Vice 
President/Associate Vice Chancellor. In order to facilitate an optimal survey return rate, 
the researcher contacted the Vice President of the Southern Region of NASPA and 
solicited her support via an endorsement letter for the study. 
Data Collection 
 Before collecting any data, the researcher submitted the appropriate materials 
(survey instruments to be used in the study, consent forms, and methods for data 
collection) to the University of South Florida Institutional Research Board (IRB) for 
approval. Once approval from the IRB was received, the process for data collection 
began. The following data collection procedures were used to ensure the quality of the 
data: 
1. An e-mail was sent to the Vice-President of the Southern Region of NASPA 
requesting their support for the study.  
2. The Leadership Practices Inventory-Self (LPI-Self) developed by Kouzes and 
Posner (2003) was converted into electronic form and placed on survey 
monkey.com.  
3. An e-mail was sent to the Information Technology representative of the 
NASPA Southern Region containing a letter to be sent to the members of the 
region. The letter, which is contained in Appendix D, introduced the 
researcher and asked the members to complete the survey on 
surveymonkey.com.  
 53 
 
4. A second e-mail (Appendix E) was sent two weeks later reminding those who 
had not completed the survey to do so and to thank them again for their 
participation.  
5. A “Thank You” message and invitation to participate in a drawing to win one 
of five $20.00 Visa gift cards (Appendix F) was available to all participants of 
the study after the survey was completed. Five participants were randomly 
selected and contacted to obtain their mailing address. The Visa gift cards 
were mailed to the winners. 
6. Measures were taken on surveymonkey.com to ensure that the survey was 
completed in its entirety; final submission could not occur with missing data.  
Data Analysis 
 The data from this study were evaluated by the researcher to ensure completeness 
and accuracy. The results were accessed from surveymonkey.com and stored on an Excel 
spreadsheet. The spreadsheet was created and coded to be accessed using an SPSS 
program to analyze the data.  
Descriptive statistics were used to summarize the data in a clear and concise way. 
Glass and Hopkins (1996) defined descriptive statistics as “qualitative or quantitative 
statistics involving tabulating, depicting, and describing sets of data” (p. 2). The 
descriptive statistics in this study involved the mean, standard deviation, skewness, and 
kurtosis. Frequencies and percentages for all demographic variables were computed. The 
variables were described as independent or dependent, and the researcher ensured that the 
data were not manipulated. 
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Gall et al. (2003) defined factorial analysis as “an analysis in which the researcher 
determines the effect of two or more independent variables--both singly and in interaction 
with each other--on a dependent variable” (p. 404). A multivariate analysis of variance 
was used to assess the relationship between the five leadership practices and the 
independent variables in the study. Gall et al. (2003) defined multivariate analysis as a 
“statistical technique for determining whether groups differ on more than one dependent 
variable” (p. 309). There are several assumptions associated with a multivariate analysis 
of variance. These assumptions are in relation to multivariate normality, outliers, 
homogeneity, and linearity. In this study, the data were analyzed to examine if these 
assumptions had been violated. Sample size and distribution play a major role in data 
analysis and determining if MANOVA assumptions are violated.  
Sample size is important when using multivariate analysis because the number of 
participants in each sample cell should be equal to or greater than the number of 
dependent variables in the study (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007). Tabachnick and Fidell 
(2007) asserted that sample cell sizes lower than the number of dependent variables will 
lower the power of the MANOVA because of the “reduced degrees of freedom for error” 
(p. 250)   Hair, Black, Babin, and Anderson (2006) stated that it is important that the 
sample cell sizes are relatively similar because the effectiveness of the analysis is dictated 
by the smallest group sizes. Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) proposed that in order to 
“ensure robustness, a sample cell size of about twenty (20) would be ideal” (p. 251). In 
this study, the data were evaluated and groups were combined or eliminated depending 
upon the number of participants in specific groups. Cohen (1992) estimated that the ideal 
sample size per cell when evaluating mean differences (for a large effect size, power = 
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.80 and alpha = .05) should equal 26 per group. Numerous sample size calculators such as 
Creative Research Systems, Raosoft, MACCORR, were used to estimate an ideal total 
sample size for this study as 334. 
 Five research questions were used to guide this study of the leadership practices 
of student affairs professionals. Descriptive statistics were used for all research questions 
to measure central tendency, variability (standard deviation), percentages, and 
frequencies. 
 Research Question 1. To what extent did the leadership practices and behaviors of 
student affairs professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice 
Inventory differ by race (Black, White, Hispanic, Asian, and Other), gender (male and 
female), and level of current position (entry, mid, and senior)? 
 The following statistical methods were used to analyze the data for Research 
Question 1: 
1. A Multivariate Analysis of Variance, with Model the Way, Challenge the 
Process, Inspire a Shared Vision, Encourage the Heart, and Enable Others to 
Act as the five dependant variables, was conducted with race, gender, and 
level of current position as the independent variables.  
2. If the multivariate main effect for the independent variable/s was/were 
statistically significant, a univariate analysis of variance for each dependent 
variable was conducted to identify the dependent variable/s showing 
significant statistical differences.  
3. Once the statistically significant dependent variable/s for the independent 
variables was/were determined, a posthoc pairwise comparison of adjusted 
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means (Tukey test) was conducted to determine which subscales of the 
independent variable race differed from one another. 
 Research Question 2. To what extent did the leadership practices and behaviors of 
student affairs professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice 
Inventory differ by the interaction between race (Black, White, Hispanic, Asian, and 
Other) and gender (male and female), race (Black, White, Hispanic, Asian, and Other) 
and level of current position (entry, mid, and senior), and gender (male and female) and 
level of current position (entry, mid, and senior)? 
 The following statistical methods were used to analyze the data for Research 
Question 2: 
1. A Multivariate Analysis of Variance, with Model the Way, Challenge the 
Process, Inspire a Shared Vision, Encourage the Heart, and Enable Others to 
Act as the five dependant variables was  conducted with the interaction 
between (a) race and gender, (b) race and level of current position, and (c) 
gender and level of current position.  
2. If the multivariate interaction effect for the independent variable/s was/were 
statistically significant, a univariate analysis of variance for each dependent 
variable was conducted to identify the dependent variable/s showing significant 
statistical differences.  
3. Once the statistically significant dependent variable/s for the independent 
variables was/were determined, a posthoc pairwise comparison of adjusted 
means (Tukey test) was conducted to determine which subscales of the 
independent variables differed from one another. 
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 Research Question 3. To what extent did the leadership practices and behaviors of 
student affairs professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice 
Inventory differ by the interaction between race (Black, White, Hispanic, Asian, and 
Other), gender (male and female), and level of current position (entry, mid, and senior)? 
 The following statistical methods were used to analyze the data for Research 
Question 3: 
1. A Multivariate Analysis of Variance, with Model the Way, Challenge the 
Process, Inspire a Shared Vision, Encourage the Heart, and Enable Others to 
Act as the five dependent variables was conducted to determine the interaction 
between race, gender, and level of current position.  
2. If the multivariate interaction effect for the independent variable/s was/were 
statistically significant, a univariate analysis of variance for each dependent 
variable was/were conducted to identify the dependent variable/s showing 
significant statistical differences.  
3. Once the statistically significant dependent variable/s for the independent 
variables was/were determined, a posthoc pairwise comparison of adjusted 
means (Tukey test) was conducted to determine which subscales of the 
independent variables differed from one another. 
 Research Question 4. To what extent did the leadership practices and behaviors of 
student affairs professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice 
Inventory differ by age (Less than 20, 21-30, 31-40, 41-50, 51-60, 60+) and highest 
degree earned (associate’s, bachelor’s, master’s, and doctorate)? 
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The following statistical methods were used to analyze the data for Research Question 4: 
1. A Multivariate Analysis of Variance, with Model the Way, Challenge the 
Process, Inspire a Shared Vision, Encourage the Heart, and Enable Others to 
Act as the five dependent variables was conducted with age and highest 
degree earned as the independent variables.  
2. If the multivariate main effect for the independent variable/s was/were 
statistically significant, a univariate analysis of variance for each dependent 
variable was/were conducted to identify the dependent variable/s showing 
significant statistical differences.  
3. Once the statistically significant dependent variable/s for the independent 
variables was/were determined, a posthoc pairwise comparison of adjusted 
means (Tukey test) was/were conducted to determine which subscales of the 
independent variables differed from one another. 
 Research Question 5. To what extent did the leadership practices and behaviors of 
student affairs professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice 
Inventory differ by the interaction between age (Less than 20, 21-30, 31-40, 41-50, 51-
60, 60+) and highest degree earned (associate’s, bachelor’s, master’s, and doctorate)? 
 The following statistical methods were used to analyze the data for Research 
Question 5: 
1. A Multivariate Analysis of Variance, with Model the Way, Challenge the 
Process, Inspire a Shared Vision, Encourage the Heart, and Enable Others to 
Act as the five dependent variables was conducted with the interaction 
between age and highest degree earned. 
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2. If the multivariate interaction effect for the independent variable/s was/were 
statistically significant, a univariate analysis of variance for each dependent 
variable was/were conducted to identify the dependent variable/s showing 
significant statistical differences.  
3. Once the statistically significant dependent variable/s for the independent 
variables was/were determined, a posthoc pairwise comparison of adjusted 
means (Tukey test) was conducted to determine which subscales of the 
independent variables differed from one another. 
Summary 
This chapter outlined the format and structure the investigator followed to achieve 
the two objectives of the study and to answer the five research questions. The Leadership 
Practices Inventory and demographic information sheet were the sources of data to be 
analyzed in the study. The use of multivariate analysis was important in determining if 
significant differences existed for the main effects and the interactions between 
independent variables. The following chapter provides the results of the data analysis. 
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Chapter 4: 
Results 
The purpose of this study was to assess the leadership practices of a convenient sample of 
student affairs professionals from the Southern Region (Region III) of Student Affairs 
Administrators in Higher Education (NASPA). The leadership practices of student affairs 
professionals were examined to determine their relationship with various demographic 
factors. This chapter provides a quantitative analysis of survey responses to answer the 
following five research questions: 
Research Question 1. To what extent did the leadership practices and behaviors of 
student affairs professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice 
Inventory differ by race (Black, White, Hispanic, Asian, and Other), gender (male and 
female), and level of current position (entry, mid, and senior)? 
 Research Question 2. To what extent did the leadership practices and behaviors of 
student affairs professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice 
Inventory differ by the interaction between race (Black, White, Hispanic, Asian, and 
Other) and gender (male and female), race (Black, White, Hispanic, Asian, and Other) 
and level of current position (entry, mid, and senior), and gender (male and female) and 
level of current position (entry, mid, and senior)? 
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Research Question 3. To what extent did the leadership practices and behaviors of 
student affairs professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice 
Inventory differ by the interaction between race (Black, White, Hispanic, Asian, and 
Other), gender (male and female), and level of current position (entry, mid, and senior)? 
 Research Question 4. To what extent did the leadership practices and behaviors of 
student affairs professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice 
Inventory differ by age (Less than 20, 21-30, 31-40, 41-50, 51-60, 60+) and highest 
degree earned (associate’s, bachelor’s, master’s, and doctorate)? 
 Research Question 5. To what extent did the leadership practices and behaviors of 
student affairs professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice 
Inventory differ by the interaction between age (Less than 20, 21-30, 31-40, 41-50, 51-
60, 60+) and highest degree earned (associate’s, bachelor’s, master’s, and doctorate)? 
Included in this chapter are (a) a summary of the data collection process and (b) a 
correlation of reliability scores, and (c) presentation of the analysis of the data. 
Survey Distribution 
 On October 26, 2010, an e-mail was sent to 2,807 student affairs professionals in 
the Southern Region (Region III) of NASPA containing an invitation to participate in this 
study. A web address to www.surveymonkey.com was provided to access the Leadership 
Practice Inventory (Appendix A) and a supporting Demographic Information Sheet 
(Appendix B). On November 3, 2010, a second e-mail containing a letter of endorsement 
from Dr. Joy Smith, Vice-President of the Southern Region, was sent to the same 2,807 
student affairs professionals in the Southern Region of NASPA giving her support for 
participation in the study and emphasizing the importance of the research. A final e-mail 
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was sent on November 17, 2010 requesting that non-respondents participate in the study 
before the closing date of November 24, 2010. 
 Of the 2,807 participants, 713 responded and there were 2,094 non- respondents. 
A total of 17 e-mails were received from non-respondents explaining why they chose not 
to participate in the study. Some of the non-responders were members of the Southern 
Region who also serve as faculty members on their respective campuses.  
Survey Responses 
 Data were screened for missing data, outliers, normality, and homogeneity of 
variance. Of the 2,807 surveys distributed, a total of 713 were returned for an overall 
survey response rate of 25.4%. Two (0.27%) responses were eliminated because they 
declined to consent to participate in this study, and 19 (2.64%) responses were excluded 
because of missing data or incomplete demographic information needed for the analysis. 
This resulted in a total of 692 (24.6%) responses. Because the analysis in this study 
included multivariate analysis of variance, the data were screened to detect potential 
outliers that might influence the results. A multivariate outlier analysis, box-plot, and 
stem and leaf analysis were completed for all five dependent variables. Screening for 
multivariate outliers produces a maximum Mahalanobis distance of 14.78 [F (5, 640) 
=10.89, p <.01]. The analysis revealed one extreme outlier for the dependent variable, 
Challenge the Process, and this participant was removed. To gauge the influence of this 
outlying observation, the analysis was rerun without the outlier. The reanalysis indicated 
no outliers in the population sample. This resulted in a total of 691 usable responses and a 
usable return rate of 24.6%. These data are presented in Table 2. 
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Table 2 
Surveys Returned 
Respondents N Percentage 
Total 713 25.40 
No consent 2 00.27 
Outlier 1 00.13 
Missing Data/Demographic Information 19 02.64 
Usable Total 691 24.50 
Note. Total surveys distributed = 2,807 
The data were analyzed for the assumptions underlying a factorial MANOVA (i.e. 
independence of observation vectors, multivariate normality, and homogeneity of the 
covariance matrices). There was a high probability that the population of this study would 
be non-normal due to the sensitivity of normality tests to large samples sizes. The greater 
the sample size, the greater the chance that several scores would exist that deviated from 
the normal distribution of scores. A histogram was created for visual inspection of the 
univariate distribution of scores. Univariate skewness and kurtosis were examined to 
assess score clusters and determine whether the distribution was too flat or too peaked. 
The results of the Shapiro-Wilk test of normality revealed that the distribution of test 
scores was observed not to be normal. Thus, the multivariate normality was also violated. 
However, due to the large sample size (n=691), the results of the study were unaffected 
by the non-normal distribution of scores. Seo, Kanda, & Fujikoshi (1995) suggested that 
MANOVA results are robust to violations of normality with an overall sample size of 40 
and a sample size of 10 per group. The results of normality are reported in Appendix H. 
Lastly, the data were examined for homogeneity of the covariance matrices. This 
analysis was important because this study involved multivariate analysis of grouped data 
and it was important to determine whether the variability in the dependent variables was 
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the same for all levels of the independent variables. Box’s M Test was analyzed to 
determine equality of the covariance matrices and the results revealed statistically 
significant differences in the covariance matrices [F (525, M-test) = 1.238, p < .01), 
however given the large sample size in this study (n=691), the problem is not regarded as 
serious. In addition, the impact of violations not met is minimal if group sizes are similar. 
The group sizes in this study are relatively similar with the exception of “Other” race and 
“61 and older” age group. The groups that were not similar in size did not reveal 
significant differences.  
Survey Participants’ Demographic Information 
 Table 3 presents demographic data for the survey respondents. The 691 NASPA 
respondents were comprised of 130 Blacks (18.8%), 75 Hispanics (10.9%), 451 Whites 
(65.3%), and 33 Others (4.8%). There were 11 Asian respondents (1.6%) who, because of 
their low numbers, were combined with the “Other” group of student affairs 
professionals. Two (0.30%) participants, who failed to record their race, were excluded 
from the data analysis. 
As shown in Table 3, the 691 survey respondents were comprised of 399 females 
(57.7%) and 288 males (41.7%). Four (0.60%) participants failed to record their gender 
in this study. Also displayed are respondents’ levels of current position. Of those 
responding, there were 175 entry-level professionals (25.3%), 206 mid-level 
professionals (29.8%), and 280 senior-level professionals (40.5%). A total of 30 (4.30%) 
participants failed to record their level of current position in this study and were excluded 
from the data analysis.  
 65 
 
Table 3 
Demographic Information for Survey Respondents (N = 691) 
Demographic Variables (N = 691) Frequency Percentage 
Race (n = 689)   
Black/African American 130 18.8 
Hispanic   75 10.9 
White/Caucasian 451 65.3 
Other   33   4.8 
   
Gender (n = 687)   
Female 399 57.7 
Male 288 41.7 
   
Level of Current Position (n = 661)   
Entry 175 25.3 
Mid 206 29.8 
Senior 280 40.5 
   
Age (n = 687)   
Less than 30 204 29.5 
31-40 185 26.7 
41-50 139 20.1 
51-60 120 17.3 
60+   39   5.6 
   
Highest Degree Earned (n = 681)   
Bachelor’s   80 12.2 
Master’s 357 51.7 
Doctorate 244 35.6 
 
Table 3 also contains demographic information for respondents by age and 
highest degree earned. Of the 691 respondents, 204 professionals were younger than 30 
(29.5%) years of age, 185 professionals were between the ages of 31 and 40 (26.7%), 139 
professionals were between the ages of 41 and 50 (20.1%), 120 professionals were 
between the ages of 51 and 60 (17.3%), and 39 professionals were 61 or older (5.6%). 
Four (0.60%) participants failed to record their age range and were thus excluded from 
the data analysis. In regard to highest degree earned, 80 of the respondents possessed 
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bachelor’s degrees (11.6%), 357 possessed master’s degrees (51.7%), and 244 possessed 
doctoral degrees (35.3%). Eight (1.1%) participants who recorded having completed an 
associate’s degree were removed from the data set. Four (0.60%) participants who failed 
to record their highest degree earned were also excluded from the data analysis.  
Tables 4-9 present further demographic information for respondents. Table 4 
reveals that 61 (8.9%) respondents were Black males, 174 (25.40%) respondents were 
White males, 37 (5.40%) respondents were Hispanic males, and 15 (2.2%) respondents 
categorized themselves as Other. Also, Table 4 reveals that 69 (10.10%) respondents 
were Black females, 276 (40.2%) respondents were White females, 36 (5.20%) 
respondents were Hispanic females, and 17 (2.5%) respondents were categorized as 
Other. Six (0.86%) respondents failed to record their race or gender in this study and 
were excluded from the data analysis.  
Table 4 
Participants’ Gender by Race (n = 685) 
Demographic Variables Frequency Percentage 
Male   
Black/African American   61   8.9 
White/Caucasian 174 25.4 
Hispanic   36   5.4 
Other   15   2.2 
Total 287 41.9 
   
Female    
Black/African American   69 10.1 
White/Caucasian 276 40.2 
Hispanic   36   5.2 
Other   17   2.5 
Total 398 58.1 
Note. Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding. 
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Table 5 reveals the levels of current positions by gender. A total of 54 (8.2%) 
respondents were entry-level males, 76 (11.6%) respondents were mid-level males, and 
150 (22.8%) respondents were senior-level males. Of the 378 females responding, 119 
(18.1%) respondents were entry-level females, 129 (19.6%) respondents were mid-level 
females, and 130 (19.8%) respondents were senior-level females. A total of 33 (4.76%) 
respondents failed to record their gender or level of current positions and were excluded 
from the data analysis.  
Table 5 
 
Participants’ Level of Current Position by Gender (n = 658) 
 
Demographic Variables Frequency Percentage 
Male   
Entry   54   8.2 
Mid   87 11.6 
Senior 150 22.8 
Total 280 42.6 
   
   
Female    
Entry 119 18.1 
Mid 129 19.6 
Senior 130 19.8 
Total 378 57.4 
   
Note. Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding. 
Table 6 presents demographic data related to participants’ level of current 
position by race. A total of 30 (4.6%) respondents were entry-level Blacks, 111 (16.8%) 
respondents were entry-level Whites, 24 (3.6%) respondents were entry-level Hispanics, 
and eight (1.2%) respondents were categorized as entry-level Other. A total of 33 (5.0%) 
respondents were mid-level Blacks, 144 (21.9%) respondents were mid-level Whites, 18 
(2.7%) respondents were mid-level Hispanics, and 11 (1.7%) respondents were 
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categorized as mid-level Other. Table 6 also shows that 62 (9.4%) respondents were 
senior-level Blacks, 177 (26.9%) respondents were senior-level Whites, 30 (4.6%) 
respondents were senior-level Hispanics, and 11 (1.7%) respondents categorized 
themselves as senior-level Other. Failing to record their level of current position or their 
race were 32 (4.62%) respondents who were excluded from the data analysis for this 
reason.  
Table 6 
Participants’ Level of Current Position by Race (n = 659) 
Demographic Variable Frequency Percentage 
Entry   
Black/African American   30   4.6 
White/Caucasian 111 16.8 
Hispanic   24   3.6 
Other     8   1.2 
Total 173 26.4 
   
Mid    
Black/African American   33   5.0 
White/Caucasian 144 21.9 
Hispanic   18   2.7 
Other   11   1.7 
Total 206 31.2 
   
Senior    
Black/African American   62   9.4 
White/Caucasian 177 26.9 
Hispanic   30   4.6 
Other   11   1.7 
Total 280 42.4 
Note. Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding. 
Table 7 displays demographic data for respondents’ highest degree earned by age. 
A total of 73 (10.8%) respondents with a bachelor’s degree were younger than the age of 
31, seven (1.0%) respondents with a bachelor’s degree were between the ages of 31 and 
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40. All respondents over the age of 40 indicated their highest degree was either a master’s 
or doctoral degree. Of the total, 126 (18.6%) respondents with a master’s degree were 
younger than the age of 31, 115 (17.0%) were between the ages of 31 and 40, 69 (10.2%) 
were between the ages of 41 and 50, 35 (5.2%) were between the ages of 51 and 60, and 
10 (1.5%) respondents with a master’s degree were 61 years of age or older. No 
respondents with a doctoral degree were younger than the age of 31, 63 (9.3%) were 
between the ages of 31 and 40, 69 (10.2%) were between the ages of 41 and 50, 83 
(12.2%) were between the ages of 51 and 60, and 28 (4.1%) respondents with a doctoral 
degree were above the age of 61. Thirteen (1.9%) respondents failed to record either their 
highest degree earned or their age and were excluded from the data analysis.  
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Table 7  
Participants’ Highest Degree Earned by Age (n = 678) 
Demographic Variable Frequency Percentage 
Bachelor’s   
Less than 30  73 10.8 
31-40   7   1.0 
41-50   0   0.0 
51-60   0   0.0 
60+   0   0.0 
Total 80 11.8 
   
Master’s   
Less than 30  126  18.6 
31-40  115  17.0 
41-50   69  10.2 
51-60   35   5.2 
60+   10   1.5 
Total 355 52.5 
   
Doctorate    
Less than 30     0   0.0 
31-40   63   9.3 
41-50   69 10.2 
51-60   83 12.2 
60+   28   4.1 
Total 243 35.8 
Note. Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding. 
Table 8 displays information for respondents by highest degree earned and race. 
A total of 13 (1.9%) respondents with a bachelor’s degree were Black, 53 (7.8%) 
respondents with a bachelor’s degree were White, 8 (1.2%) respondents with a bachelor’s 
degree were Hispanic, and 5 (0.7%) respondents with a bachelor’s degree categorized 
themselves as Other.  
A total of 69 (10.2%) respondents with a master’s degree were Black, 243 
(35.8%) respondents with a master’s degree were White, 29 (4.3%) respondents with a 
master’s degree were Hispanic, and 15 (2.2%) respondents with a master’s degree 
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categorized themselves as Other. In regard to doctoral degrees, 46 (6.8%) of the 
respondents were Black, 152 (22.4%) were White, 35 (5.2%) were Hispanic, and 11 
(1.6%) categorized themselves as Other. Twelve (1.7%) respondents failed to record their 
highest degree earned or their race and were excluded from the data analysis.  
Table 8 
 
Participants’ Highest Degree Earned by Race (n = 679) 
Demographic Variable Frequency Percentage 
Bachelor’s Degree   
Black/African American   13   1.9 
White/Caucasian   53   7.8 
Hispanic     8   1.2 
Other     5   0.7 
Total   79 11.6 
   
Master’s Degree    
Black/African American   69 10.2 
White/Caucasian 243 35.8 
Hispanic   29   4.3 
Other   15   2.2 
Total 356 52.0 
   
Doctoral Degree    
Black/African American   46   6.8 
White/Caucasian 152 22.4 
Hispanic   35   5.2 
Other   11   1.6 
Total 679 35.9 
Note. Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding. 
Demographic data presented in Table 9 indicates that the 29 (4.2%) male 
respondents and 55 (8.0%) female respondents held bachelor’s degrees. A total of 135 
(19.7%) male respondents and 220 (32.2%) female respondents had earned master’s 
degrees. Doctoral degrees had been earned by 124 (18.1%) male and 121 (17.7%) female 
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respondents. Seven (1.0%) respondents failed to record their highest degree earned or 
their gender in this study and were excluded from the data analysis.  
Table 9 
 
Participants’ Highest Degree Earned by Gender 
Demographic Variable Frequency Percentage 
Bachelor’s Degree   
Male   29   4.3 
Female   51   7.5 
Total   80 11.8 
   
Master’s Degree   
Male 135 19.9 
Female 220 32.4 
Total 355 52.4 
   
Doctoral Degree    
Male 123 18.1 
Female 120 17.7 
Total 243 35.8 
Note. Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding. 
Correlation and Reliability Scores of the Five Leadership Practices 
The mean scores, from highest to lowest, for student affairs professionals on the 
five leadership practices were as follows:  Enable Others to Act (M = 52.13), Model the 
Way (M = 48.54), Encourage the Heart (M = 48.02), Challenge the Process (M = 46.48), 
and Inspire a Shared Vision  (M = 44.97). The leadership practices mean scores and 
standard deviations of student affairs professionals are displayed in Table 10. 
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Table 10  
Mean Scores and Standard Deviations for Leadership Practices of Student Affairs 
Professionals 
Leadership Practices N Mean Std. Dev. 
Enable Others to Act 
 
691 52.13 4.681 
Model the Way 
 
691 48.54 5.990 
Encourage the Heart 
 
691 48.02 7.570 
Challenge the Process 
 
691 46.48 7.232 
Inspire a Shared Vision 691 44.97 8.406 
 
The Pearson Product Moment Correlation coefficients for all leadership practice 
subscales are presented in Table 11. The correlation coefficients were all positive and 
statistically significant at the .01 level. The correlation coefficients ranged from a low of 
0.594 to a high of 0.810 on all five leadership practices. This indicated a strong 
relationship between the leadership practices. The lowest Pearson correlation coefficient 
was between Enable Others to Act and Inspire a Shared Vision at .594. The highest 
Pearson correlation coefficient was between Inspire a Shared Vision and Challenge the 
Process at 0.810. These results were consistent with correlation results from Rozeboom 
(2008) and Taylor (2001). 
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Table 11  
 
Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficients for Leadership Practices 
Descriptors Model the  
Way 
Inspire a 
Shared Vision 
Challenge 
the Process 
Enable Others 
to Act 
Encourage 
the Heart 
Model the Way 
 
1.00*     
Inspire a Shared Vision 
 
.700* 1.00*    
Challenge the Process 
 
.697* .810* 1.00*   
Enable Others to Act 
 
.653* .594* .655* 1.00*  
Encourage the Heart 
 
.643* .600* .604* .665* 1.00* 
*p < .01 (2 tailed) 
 In addition to the Pearson r correlations between the leadership practices of 
student affairs professionals, a Cronbach alpha was performed to measure internal 
consistency of the five leadership practices. The Cronbach alpha reliability measures for 
each of the five leadership practices ranged from .70 to .81. These scores indicated an 
acceptable internal consistency among the five leadership practices. These scores were 
consistent with Kouzes and Posner’s (2002) database on studies using the LPI and the 
reports of internal reliability. Studies using the LPI to examine leadership practices had 
an internal reliability that ranged from .71 to .84 for college presidents, between .78 and 
.80 for mid-level managers, and above .70 for female college student affairs officers. 
Cronbach alpha values have no set interpretation as to what is an adequate value, but a 
standard of measurement that applies to most situations is for the value to be at .7 or 
higher (George & Mallery, 2007). Thus, for all leadership practices, the student affairs 
professionals’ ratings supported the specific clustering of the items within the five 
leadership practices. The Cronbach alpha coefficients are reported in Appendix L. 
 
 
 75 
 
Analysis of Each Research Question 
 Kouzes and Posner (2007) identified five leadership practices used in this study to 
measure the perceived leadership practices of student affairs administrators. The five (5) 
subscales are Model the Way, Challenge the Process, Inspire a Shared Vision, Encourage 
the Heart, and Enable Others to Act. The five subscales were derived from 30 statements 
on the Leadership Practice Inventory (LPI). The 30 statements described behaviors to be 
rated on a 10-point Likert scale where 1 = Almost never, 2 = Rarely, 3 = Seldom, 4 = 
Once in a while, 5 = Occasionally, 6 = Sometimes, 7 = Fairly often, 8 = Usually, 9 = Very 
frequently, and 10 = Almost always. In addition to the LPI, student affairs professionals 
completed the Demographic Informational Sheet (DIS) which was used in the statistical 
analysis. 
 Research Question 1:  To what extent do the leadership practices and behaviors of 
student affairs professionals, as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice 
Inventory, differ by race (Black, White, Hispanic, Asian, and Other), gender (male and 
female), and level of current position (entry-, mid-, and senior)? 
 The leadership practices of student affairs professionals by race are displayed in 
Table 12. An analysis of the mean scores revealed that student affairs professionals 
scored the highest on Enable Others to Act (M = 52.13, SD = 4.67) and the lowest on 
Inspire a Shared Vision (M = 44.96, SD = 8.41). Black student affairs professionals 
scored higher on Enable Others to Act (M=53.01, SD=4.69) and Encourage the Heart 
(M=50.27, SD=7.21) than did other student affairs professionals.  
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Table 12 
 
Mean Scores of Student Affairs Professionals by Race 
Leadership 
Practices 
Black  
(n=130) 
White  
(n = 451) 
Hispanic  
(n = 75) 
Other  
(n = 33) 
 M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Model the Way 
 
49.66 6.57 48.50 5.71 47.05 6.40 48.53 5.99 
Inspire a Shared 
Vision 
 
46.73 8.12 44.64 8.47 43.83 8.04 45.06 8.41 
Challenge the 
Process 
 
47.48 7.17 46.43 7.18 45.12 7.60 46.58 7.22 
Enable Others to 
Act 
 
53.01 4.69 52.01 4.63 51.40 4.62 51.94 4.67 
Encourage the 
Heart 
50.01 7.21 47.45 7.64 46.80 7.41 49.82 7.57 
 
 The mean scores of student affairs professionals by gender are displayed in Table 
13. An analysis of the mean scores revealed that student affairs professionals scored the 
highest on Enable Others to Act (M = 52.12, SD = 4.68) and the lowest on Inspire a 
Shared Vision (M = 44.98, SD = 8.42). Male student affairs professionals scored higher 
than female student affairs professionals on all leadership practices with the exception of 
Encourage the Heart (females, (M = 48.05, SD = 7.97); males (M = 47.94, SD = 7.04). 
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Table 13 
 
Mean Scores of Student Affairs Professionals by Gender 
Leadership Practices Male 
(n = 288) 
Female 
(n = 399) 
 M SD M SD 
Model the Way 
 
48.99 5.84 48.22 6.04 
Inspire a Shared Vision 
 
46.13 7.90 44.16 8.68 
Challenge the Process 
 
47.01 6.90 46.10 7.42 
Enable Others to Act 
 
52.24 4.56 52.04 4.77 
Encourage the Heart 47.94 7.04 48.05 7.91 
 
 The mean scores of student affairs professionals by level of current position are 
presented in Table 14. An analysis of the mean scores revealed that student affairs 
professionals scored the highest on Enable Others to Act (M = 52.16, SD = 4.63) and the 
lowest on Inspire a Shared Vision (M = 45.06, SD = 8.31) for level of current position. 
Senior-level student affairs professionals scored higher than mid- and entry-level 
professionals did on all five leadership practices. 
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Table 14 
 
Mean Scores of Student Affairs Professionals by Levels of Current Position 
Leadership Practices Entry 
(n = 175) 
Mid 
(n = 206) 
Senior 
(n = 280) 
 M SD M SD M SD 
Model the Way 
 
46.33 5.94 48.53 5.66 50.06 5.88 
Inspire a Shared Vision 
 
41.49 8.28 44.48 8.68 47.72 8.31 
Challenge the Process 
 
43.65 7.23 46.36 7.11 48.46 7.15 
Enable Others to Act 
 
50.13 4.73 52.06 4.67 53.50 4.63 
Encourage the Heart 45.55 7.69 48.18 7.75 49.58 7.48 
 
A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to “evaluate the effects 
of one or more independent variables on multiple dependent variables” (Gardin & Teng, 
1988, p. 10). The results of the MANOVA, displayed in Table 15, revealed evidence of a 
significant multivariate main effect for race, λ = .944, F (15, 1678.82) = 2.367, p < .05. 
Also, the results revealed evidence of a significant multivariate main effect for level of 
current position, λ = .966, F (10, 1216.00) = 2.131, p < .05. With regard to gender, the 
results of the MANOVA revealed no evidence of a significant multivariate main effect, λ 
= .989, F (5, 608.00) = 1.326, p > .05. Thus, differences in gender were not examined 
separately for each dependent variable. Also, Table 15 shows significant differences for 
the interaction between race and gender and highest degree earned. Additional 
information on these variables is provided during discussion of research question 2 and 4 
respectively. 
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Table 15 
 
MANOVA Summary Table 
Variables λ df Error df F    P 
Race 
 
.944 15 1,678.82 2.367 .002* 
Gender 
 
.090 5   608.00 1.326 .251 
Level of current position 
 
.966 10 1,216.00 2.131 .020* 
Age 
 
.954 20 2,017.45 1.433 .096 
Highest degree earned 
 
.965 10 1,216.00 2.181 .017* 
Race and Gender 
 
.959 15 1,678.82 1.703 .044* 
Race and Level of current position 
 
.939 30 2,434.00 1.289 .135 
Gender and Level of current position 
 
.977 10 1,216.00 1.404 .173 
Age and Highest degree earned 
 
.958 20 2,017.45 1.307 .163 
Race, Gender, and Level of current 
position 
.948 30 2,434.00 1.097 .328 
*p<.05 
Given the significant MANOVA result for race, a univariate analysis of variance 
for the main effect variable (race) was completed. The results are displayed in Table 16. 
In reference to the leadership practice, Encourage the Heart, the ANOVA, F (3, 685) = 
6.063, p < .01, indicated a statistically significant difference in means by race.  
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Table 16  
Univariate ANOVA of the Leadership Practices for Race 
Leadership Practices df  SS  MS F P 
Model the Way 
 
3   344.42 114.80 3.227 .022 
Inspire a Shared Vision 
 
3   551.52 183.84 2.616 .050 
Challenge the Process 
 
3  269.36 89.79 1.725 .161 
Enable Others to Act 
 
3   147.68 49.22 2.264 .080 
Encourage the Heart 3 1,021.31 340.44 6.063    .001* 
*p<.01 
Post-hoc Tukey test results revealed that Black student affairs professionals’ 
perceptions of their leadership practice for Encourage the Heart (M= 50.01) was 
significantly higher than the self-perceptions of Hispanic student affairs professionals 
(M= 46.80) and White student affairs professionals (M= 47.45). 
 Given the significant MANOVA result for level of current position, a univariate 
analysis of variance for the main effect variable, level of current position, was completed. 
In reference to all five leadership practices, the ANOVA results indicated a statistically 
significant difference in means by level of current position. These results are presented in 
Table 17.  
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Table 17 
Univariate ANOVA of the Leadership Practices for Level of Current Position 
Leadership 
Practices 
df SS  MS F P 
Model the Way 
 
2 1,503.48   751.74 23.20 < .01* 
Inspire a Shared 
Vision 
 
2 4,284.01 2,142.00 34.12 < .01* 
Challenge the 
Process 
 
2 2,495.97 1247.98 26.23 < .01* 
Enable Others to 
Act 
 
2 1,222.16 611.08 31.10 < .01* 
Encourage the 
Heart 
2 1,750.41 875.20 16.32 < .01* 
 
The mean scores of student affairs professionals by levels of current position were 
used to conduct post-hoc tests to determine differences between the levels of current 
position. Post-hoc Tukey test results revealed that entry-level student affairs 
professionals’ perceptions of their leadership practices were significantly lower than were 
the self-perceptions of mid- and senior-level student affairs professionals for all five 
leadership practices. The mean scores for mid-level professionals were significantly 
lower when compared to the mean scores of senior-level professionals for the leadership 
practices: Inspire a Shared Vision, Challenge the Process, and Enable Others to Act. 
Significant differences were not found between senior-level professionals and mid-level 
professionals for the practices of Model the Way and Encourage the Heart.  
 In summation, the results revealed a significant statistical difference for 
race and level of current position. Black student affairs professionals’ perceptions of their 
leadership practice for Encourage the Heart was higher than the self-perceptions of 
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Hispanic student affairs professionals and White student affairs professionals. In addition, 
entry-level student affairs professionals’ perceptions of their leadership practices were 
significantly lower than were the self-perceptions of mid- and senior-level student affairs 
professionals for all five leadership practices. Senior-level student affairs professionals’ 
perceptions of their leadership practices were statistically higher than were the self-
perceptions of mid- level student affairs professionals for Inspire a Shared Vision, 
Challenge the Process and Enable Others to Act. 
Research Question 2:  To what extent do the leadership practices and behaviors of 
student affairs professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice 
Inventory differ by the interaction between race (Black, White, Hispanic, Asian, and 
Other) and gender (male and female), race (Black, White, Hispanic, Asian, and Other) 
and level of current position (entry, mid, and senior), and gender (male and female) and 
level of current position (entry, mid, and senior)? 
An analysis of the mean scores (Table 18) of student affairs professionals by the 
interaction between race and gender revealed that White and Hispanic male student 
affairs professionals scored higher than did female student affairs professionals on all 
leadership practices except for Encourage the Heart. However, Black female student 
affairs professionals scored higher than did Black male student affairs professionals on all 
leadership practices except for Encourage the Heart. These data are presented in Table 
18. 
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Table 18 
Mean Scores of Student Affairs Professionals by Race and Gender 
Leadership 
Practices 
Black  White  Hispanic  Other  
 Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 
 (n=61) (n=69) (n=174) (n=276) (n=37) (n=36) (n=15) (n=17) 
Model the Way 
 
49.46 49.84 49.05 43.13 47.76 46.50 49.73 46.24 
Inspire a Shared 
Vision 
 
45.92 47.45 46.27 43.60 44.86 42.89 48.60 42.06 
Challenge the 
Process 
 
47.39 47.55 47.18 45.94 45.65 44.96 47.67 45.53 
Enable Others to 
Act 
 
52.97 53.04 52.23 51.86 51.57 51.28 51.47 52.24 
Encourage the 
Heart 
50.77 49.83 47.17 47.58 46.11 47.58 50.27 49.35 
 
With regard to the interaction between level of current position and gender, an 
analysis of the mean scores (Tables 19) of student affairs professionals revealed that 
senior-level male and senior-level female professionals scored higher than did entry- and 
mid-level student affairs professionals on all leadership practices. Senior-level female 
student affairs professionals scored higher than did senior-level male student affairs 
professionals for all five leadership practices. Conversely, entry- and mid-level male 
student affairs professionals scored higher than entry- and mid- level female student 
affairs professionals, respectively, for all five leadership practices. These data are 
displayed in Table 19. 
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Table 19 
Mean Scores of Student Affairs Professionals by Level of Current Position and Gender 
Leadership 
Practices 
Entry Mid Senior 
 Male Female Male Female Male Female 
 (n=54) (n=119) (n=76) (n=129) (n=150) (n=130) 
Model the Way 
 
47.00 45.94 49.08 48.16 49.66 50.52 
Inspire a Shared 
Vision 
 
42.91 40.79 46.24 43.41 47.33 48.16 
Challenge the 
Process 
 
45.22 42.85 47.26 45.76 47.63 49.42 
Enable Others to 
Act 
 
50.37 49.93 52.20 51.97 53.03 54.04 
Encourage the 
Heart 
45.65 45.34 47.43 45.87 49.24 49.98 
 
The mean scores of student affairs professionals by the interaction between race 
and level of current position are displayed in Table 20. An analysis of the mean scores 
revealed that for the interaction between race and level of current position, senior-level 
student affairs professionals scored higher than did entry- and mid-level professionals on 
all leadership practices with the exception of mid-level Hispanics. Mid-level Hispanics 
scored higher on Model the Way than did entry- and senior-level Hispanics. These data 
are displayed in Table 20. 
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Table 20 
 
Mean Scores of Student Affairs Professionals by Race and Level of Current Position 
 
Leadership 
Practices 
Black  White  Hispanic  Other  
 Entry Mid Senior Entry Mid Senior Entry Mid Senior Entry Mid Senior 
 (n=30) (n=33) (n=62) (n=111) (n=144) (n=177) (n=24) (n=18) (n=30) (n=8) (n=11) (n=11) 
Model the 
Way 
 
46.67 48.88 51.74 46.11 48.65 49.89 45.92 48.83 47.57 46.28 48.53 50.06 
Inspire a 
Shared Vision 
 
42.53 46.15 49.32 40.65 44.44 47.40 42.04 42.72 46.73 41.41 44.48 47.72 
Challenge the 
Process 
 
44.43 46.76 49.63 43.50 46.76 48.00 42.63 44.00 48.53 43.65 46.36 48.46 
Enable Others 
to Act 
 
51.07 52.55 54.45 49.85 52.06 53.42 49.096 52.17 52.17 50.12 52.06 53.50 
Encourage the 
Heart 
47.23 50.55 51.77 44.93 47.81 48.90 45.29 46.56 48.83 45.55 48.18 49.58 
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A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted, and the results 
(Table 15) revealed no evidence of a significant multivariate interaction effect for race 
and level of current position, λ = .939, F (30, 2434.00) = 1.289, p > .05. Also, the results 
revealed no evidence of a significant multivariate interaction effect for level of current 
position and gender, λ = .977, F (10, 1216.00) = 1.404, p > .05. Therefore, differences in 
the interaction between (a) race and level of current position and (b) level of current 
position and gender were not examined separately for each dependent variable. 
With regard to race and gender, the results of the MANOVA revealed evidence of 
a significant multivariate interaction effect, λ = .959, F (15, 1678.82) = 1.703, p < .05. 
Given the significant MANOVA result for the interaction between race and gender, a 
univariate analysis of variance was completed. In order to reduce the possibility of an 
increased Type I error (the possibility of finding a significant difference by chance), the 
alpha was divided by the number of dependent variables, reducing the alpha from 0.05 to 
0.01 for the univariate analysis. As shown in Table 21, the ANOVA indicated no 
significant univariate analysis of variance differences for all five leadership practices 
(p<.01). A post-hoc test was not needed because the univariate analysis of variance was 
not significant. 
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Table 21 
 
Univariate ANOVA of the Leadership Practices for Race and Gender 
 
Leadership Practices df SS  MS F P 
Model the Way 
 
3 108.277   36.092 1.024 .381 
Inspire a Shared Vision 
 
3 615.475 205.158 2.969 .031 
Challenge the Process 
 
3   60.083   20.028 0.386 .763 
Enable Others to Act 
 
3   13.276     4.425 0.202 .895 
Encourage the Heart 3   86.707   28.902 0.515 .672 
*p<.01 
 In summation, the result of the MANOVA revealed evidence of a significant 
multivariate interaction effect for race by gender. However, follow-up ANOVA results 
did not indicate a significant statistical difference for the interaction between race and 
gender. Also, significant statistical differences were not found for the interaction between 
race by level of current position, and gender by level of current position. 
 Research Question 3:  To what extent do the leadership practices and behaviors of 
student affairs professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice 
Inventory differ by the interaction between race (Black, White, Hispanic, Asian, and 
Other), gender (male and female), and level of current position (entry, mid, and senior)? 
Table 22 displays the number of participants by race, gender and level of current 
position. An analysis of the table shows a low participant response rate for Other student 
affairs professionals (n = 29). In order to perform the multivariate analysis for this 
research question, a minimum of five participants were required in each cell for the 
analysis to be effective. The table reveals that the cells for Other entry-level males (4) 
and Other entry-level females (3) had fewer than five participants. Although the 
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remaining cells for Other student affairs professionals, in relation to gender and level of 
current position, had at least five participants, the numbers were low, i. e., Other mid-
level males (5), Other mid-level females (6), Other senior-level males (6), and Other 
senior-level females (5). Due to the overall low numbers for Other student affairs 
professionals, this group was eliminated when answering this particular research 
question. In contrast, and despite the low White mid-level male score (7), it was used in 
the data analysis because it was above the minimum of five, and other White student 
affairs professionals’ scores were well above the minimum. 
Table 22 
Student Affairs Professionals by Race, Level of Current Position, and Gender 
Descriptors Black White Hispanic Othera 
Entry     
Male 12 13 24 4 
Female 18 11 86 3 
     
Mid     
Male 15   7 49 5 
Female 18 10 95 6 
     
Senior     
Male 33 16 95 6 
Female 29 14 82 5 
a Information was not included in data analysis due to small cell size. 
The mean scores of student affairs professionals by the interaction between race 
and gender and level of current position are provided in Table 23. Once more, senior-
level professionals consistently scored higher than mid- and entry-level professionals 
with few exceptions. Hispanic mid-level males scored higher than did senior-level 
Hispanic males for Model the Way and Enable Others to Act. Hispanic mid-level females 
scored higher than did senior-level Hispanic males for Model the Way, Enable Others to 
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Act, and Encourage the Heart. Hispanic entry-level females recorded the lowest mean 
scores for two of the five leadership practices; Inspire a Shared Vision (M=39.45), and 
Challenge the Process (M=39.64).  
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Table 23 
Mean Scores of Student Affairs Professionals by Race, Level of Current Position, and Gender 
Practices Black/Entry Black/Mid Black/Senior White/Entry White/Mid White/Senior Hispanic/Entry Hispanic/Mid Hispanic/Senior 
 Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 
 (12) (18) (15) (18 (33) (29) (24) (86) (49) (95) (95) (82) (13) (11) (7) (10) (16) (14) 
MTW 44.43 47.83 48.40 49.28 51.82 51.66 47.29 45.69 49.31 48.32 49.31 50.57 47.69 43.82 49.43 47.80 46.81 48.43 
                   
ISV 40.00 44.22 44.67 47.39 48.82 49.90 42.75 40.00 46.53 43.36 47.01 47.84 44.23 39.45 45.14 40.50 45.94 47.64 
                   
CTP 43.17 45.28 46.87 46.67 49.39 49.90 46.58 42.56 47.57 46.34 47.18 48.95 45.15 39.64 44.86 42.30 46.56 50.79 
                   
EOA 50.75 51.28 52.33 52.72 54.36 54.55 50.04 49.71 51.92 52.14 53.02 53.88 51.38 48.27 54.29 50.50 50.37 54.21 
                   
ETH 47.92 46.79 50.27 50.78 52.18 51.31 43.63 45.12 46.35 48.57 48.65 49.20 47.00 43.27 46.00 46.10 46.06 52.00 
Note. MTW = Model the Way, ISV = Inspire a Shared Vision, CTP = Challenge the Process, EOA = Enable Others to Act, ETH = Encourage the Heart, n = Total respondents. 
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The results of the MANOVA (Table 15) revealed no evidence of a significant 
multivariate interaction effect for race and gender and level of current position, λ = .948, 
F (30, 2434.00) = 1.097, p > .05. Thus, differences in the interaction between race and 
gender and level of current position were not examined separately for each dependent 
variable. 
 Research Question 4:  To what extent do the leadership practices and behaviors of 
student affairs professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice 
Inventory differ by age (less than 30, 31-40, 41-50, 51-60, 60+) and highest degree 
earned (bachelor’s, master's, and doctorate)? 
The mean scores and standard deviations of student affairs professionals by age 
are presented in Table 24. An analysis of the mean scores for age revealed high scores for 
student affairs professionals for Enable Others to Act. The high score for Enable Others 
to Act was consistent with the overall results in which student affairs professionals scored 
high for Enable Others to Act.  
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Table 24  
Mean Scores and Standard Deviations:  Student Affairs Professionals by Age 
Leadership Practices Years of Age 
 Less than 30 
(n = 204) 
31-40 
(n = 185) 
41-50 
(n = 139) 
51-60 
(n = 120) 
60+ 
(n = 39) 
 M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Model the Way 
 
46.75 6.01 48.72 6.40 48.81 5.76 50.39 5.01 50.28 4.39 
Inspire a Shared Vision 
 
41.86 8.39 45.17 8.97 46.54 7.79 45.57 7.20 46.82 6.61 
Challenge the Process 
 
44.03 7.06 47.28 7.64 47.44 7.02 48.21 6.17 46.82 6.71 
Enable Others to Act 
 
50.42 4.81 52.56 4.89 52.47 4.38 53.33 3.86 53.72 3.77 
Encourage the Heart 45.92 7.62 48.25 8.21 48.09 6.88 50.58 6.51 48.00 6.36 
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The mean scores and standard deviations of student affairs professionals by 
highest degree earned are presented in Table 25. An analysis of the mean scores for 
highest degree earned revealed that student affairs professionals with a doctorate scored 
significantly higher on all five leadership practices than did professionals with a master’s 
or bachelor’s degree. At all levels of degree earned, Enable Others to Act continued to 
represent the highest score among the leadership practices. Conversely, Inspire a Shared 
Vision represented the lowest scores of all leadership practices in the comparison of 
professionals with master’s or bachelor’s degrees. 
Table 25 
 
Mean Scores and Standard Deviations: Student Affairs Professionals by Highest Degree 
Earned 
 
 Highest Degree Earned 
Leadership Practices Bachelor’s  
(n = 80) 
Master’s  
(n = 357) 
Doctorate 
(n = 244) 
 M SD M SD M SD 
Model the Way 
 
46.86 6.17 47.86 6.07 50.19 5.41 
Inspire a Shared Vision 
 
42.34 8.35 43.50 8.57 47.98 7.37 
Challenge the Process 
 
43.67 7.61 45.67 7.14 48.70 6.70 
Enable Others to Act 
 
51.10 5.01 51.44 4.82 53.52 4.06 
Encourage the Heart 46.45 7.88 47.38 7.72 49.45 7.05 
 
A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted, but the results 
(Table 16) revealed no evidence of a significant multivariate main effect for Age, λ = 
.954, F (20, 2017.45) = 1.433, p > .05. Thus differences in age were not examined 
separately for each dependent variable. The results did, however, reveal evidence of a 
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significant multivariate main effect for highest degree earned, λ = .965, F (10, 1216.00) = 
2.181, p < .05.  
Given the significant MANOVA result for highest degree earned, a univariate 
analysis of variance for the main effect variable (highest degree earned) was completed. 
In order to reduce the possibility of an increased Type I error (the possibility of finding a 
significant difference by chance), the alpha was divided by the number of dependent 
variables, reducing the alpha from 0.05 to 0.01 for the univariate analysis. The results of 
the ANOVA are displayed in Table 26. A significant univariate difference was indicated 
for all five leadership practices: Inspire a Shared Vision, F (2, 678) = 26.66, p < .01, 
Model the Way, F (2, 678) = 15.31, p < .01, Challenge the Process, F (2, 678) = 20.79, p 
< .01, Enable Others to Act, F (2, 678) = 17.26, p < .01, and Encourage the Heart, F (2, 
678) = 7.47, p < .01.  
Table 26  
 
Univariate ANOVA of the Leadership Practices for Highest Degree Earned 
 
Leadership Practices df SS  MS F P 
Model the Way 
 
2 1,050.95 525.47 15.31 < .01* 
Inspire a Shared Vision 
 
2 3,531.38 1,765.96 26.66 < .01* 
Challenge the Process 
 
2 2,064.53 1,032.26 20.79 < .01* 
Enable Others to Act 
 
2 726.55 363.27 17.26 < .01* 
Encourage the Heart 2 843.74 421.87 7.47 < .01* 
 
Post-hoc Tukey test results revealed that student affairs professionals with a 
doctoral degree scored significantly higher on all five leadership practices than student 
affairs professionals with a master’s or bachelor’s degree, however no significant 
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differences were found between student affairs professionals with a bachelor’s and 
master’s degree . 
Research Question 5. To what extent do the leadership practices and behaviors of 
student affairs professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice 
Inventory differ by the interaction between age (less than 20, 21-30, 31-40, 41-50, 51-60, 
60+) and highest degree earned (associate’s, bachelor’s, master’s, and doctorate)? 
Multivariate analysis of variance requires that the number of respondents per cell 
is at least equal to the number (5) of dependent variables. Analyzing the sample sizes for 
the interaction between age and highest degree earned revealed that there were several 
cell sizes that were too small for a MANOVA to be performed. The cells and their 
respective sizes follow:  student affairs professionals that are younger than 30 with a 
doctoral degree (2), student affairs professionals that are between the ages of 41 and 50 
with a bachelor’s degree (1), student affairs professionals that are between the ages of 51 
and 60 with a bachelor’s degree (1), and student affairs professionals that are over the age 
of 60 with a bachelor’s degree (1). These six cell scores were excluded from the data 
analysis for Research Question 5. 
The mean scores and standard deviations of student affairs professionals by age 
and highest degree earned are displayed for all age groups in Table 27. An analysis of the 
mean scores for the interaction between age and highest degree earned revealed that 
student affairs professionals who were younger than 30 scored lower than did any other 
age group regardless of highest degree earned. Student affairs professionals between the 
ages of 51-60 possessing a doctoral degree scored higher on Inspire a Shared Vision, 
Challenge the Process, and Encourage the Heart than did student affairs professionals 
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who were 61 years of age and older who possessed a doctoral degree. Also, student 
affairs professionals, age 41 and above, with a master’s degree, scored higher for 
Encourage the Heart than did student affairs professionals, age 41 and above, with a 
doctoral degree. 
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Table 27  
Mean Scores and Standard Deviations: Student Affairs Professionals by Age and Highest Degree Earned 
Leadership Practices  Years of Age 
  Less than 30 
(n = 199) 
31-40  
(n = 185) 
41-50  
(n = 138) 
51-60 
(n = 118) 
61+ 
(n = 38) 
 n M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Model the Way            
Bachelor’s  80 46.49 5.96 50.71 7.52       
Master’s  355 46.75 6.12 47.71 6.02 47.99 6.15 50.43 4.99 52.30 4.71 
Doctorate 243   50.35 6.68 49.65 5.31 50.60 4.87 49.82 4.01 
Inspire a Shared Vision            
Bachelor’s  80 42.12 8.37 44.57 8.34       
Master’s  355 41.51 8.45 43.82 8.78 43.35 7.85 45.77 8.46 43.60 9.78 
Doctorate 243   47.70 8.98 47.72 7.67 48.39 6.55 48.04 4.91 
Challenge the Process            
Bachelor’s  80 43.42 7.47 46.29 9.14       
Master’s  355 44.34 6.93 46.50 7.34 45.94 7.00 46.69 6.83 46.20 8.45 
Doctorate 243   48.79 7.91 48.97 6.80 48.86 5.86 47.32 6.07 
Enable Others to Act            
Bachelor’s  80 50.96 4.93 52.57 5.99       
Master’s  355 50.06 4.79 51.83 4.95 52.12 4.46 52.71 4.36 53.90 3.66 
Doctorate 243   53.89 4.42 52.94 4.23 53.63 3.65 53.64 3.94 
Encourage the Heart            
Bachelor’s  80 46.15 7.73 49.57 9.39       
Master’s  355 45.60 7.62 47.23 7.97 48.25 7.07 51.06 6.62 50.20 7.68 
Doctorate 243   49.97 8.34 48.03 6.73 50.27 6.53 49.43 6.03 
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A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was performed, and the results 
(Table 15) revealed no evidence of a significant multivariate interaction effect for highest 
degree earned and age, λ = .958, F (20, 2017.45) = 1.307 p > .05. Thus, differences in the 
interaction between age and highest degree earned were not examined separately for each 
dependent variable. 
 This chapter has presented an overview of the qualitative analysis used to answer 
the five research questions in this study. Chapter 5 will offer the discussion, summary of 
results, comparison of findings to prior research, limitations, implications for practice, 
recommendations for future research, and conclusion.
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Chapter 5: 
Discussion 
The purpose of this study was to assess the leadership practices of student affairs 
professionals from the Southern Region (Region III) of Student Affairs Administrators in 
Higher Education (NASPA). Within the context of Kouzes and Posner’s (1987, 2002) 
model of leadership (which includes the following five practices: Model the Way, Inspire 
a Shared Vision, Challenge the Process, Enable Others to Act, and Encourage the Heart), 
this study sought to determine if the leadership practices of student affairs professionals 
differed with respect to five specific demographic characteristics: race, gender, level of 
current position, age, and highest degree earned.  
This chapter discusses the results of the study and is organized into six sections. 
The first section summarizes the results of the study, while the second section compares 
the present findings to prior research. The third section discusses the limitations of the 
study and the fourth section discusses the implications for practice. The fifth section 
discusses the recommendations for future research and the final section offers 
conclusions drawn from the results of the study.  
Summary of Results 
The results of this study presents evidence that there are differences in the 
perceived use of the leadership practices among various demographic groups represented 
among student affairs professionals. In discussing these differences, each of the five 
research questions is outlined, followed by discussion of the study’s major findings. 
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Research Question #1: To what extent do the leadership practices of student affairs 
professionals, as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice Inventory, 
differ by race (Black, White, Hispanic, Asian, and Other), gender (male and female), 
and level of current position (entry, mid, and senior)? 
 When the leadership practices of the participants were analyzed by race, level of 
current position, and gender, significant statistical differences were found for race and the 
level of the professional’s current position. For example, Black student affairs 
professionals perceived that they used the leadership practice of Encourage the Heart to a 
greater significant degree than did their Hispanic and White counterparts. This finding is 
consistent with the findings of prior researchers. For example, in a 1990 study by Lipton 
regarding the leadership characteristics of Community Development Corporation 
Executive Directors, findings indicated that executive directors of color, from community 
development organizations, reported significantly higher scores for the leadership 
practice of Encourage the Heart. Additionally, Stout-Stewert (2005) examined the 
leadership practices of female chief executive officers and found that Black community 
college presidents scored statistically higher on the leadership practices of Encourage the 
Heart than did White presidents. Furthermore, when comparing  mean scores in the 
current study, regarding the leadership practices by race, with Kouzes and Posner’s 
(2010) database of scores by ethnicity, findings revealed that Black (M = 49.16) 
respondents scored higher than did White (M = 45.93) and Hispanic (M = 47.56) 
respondents for the leadership practice of  Encourage the Heart. Thus, it appears that 
Black professionals highly value and embrace the kind of leadership behaviors and 
activities that inspire, support, and acknowledge their employees for their contributions. 
 101 
 
Due to the long history of racial segregation and disenfranchisement in this country, 
Black leaders (i.e., educators, activists, community groups) may  possess a stronger 
desire to Encourage the Heart, in particular, through activities such as mentoring, support 
groups, and social involvement (Clayborne, 2006; Payne, 2002) . Hence the motto “lift as 
we climb,” originated among leaders in the Black community during the early 1800’s and 
has continued to be a part of Black culture and Black leadership practice (National 
Association of Colored Women, 1986). In other words, it is not unusual to hear Black 
student affairs professionals say that they chose to go into the professional field because 
they desire to help others (i.e. students and professionals) succeed (W. Henry, personal 
communication, June 13, 2011). 
The results of the current study also revealed that entry-level student affairs 
professionals scored significantly lower on all five leadership practices than did mid- and 
senior-level professionals. This finding is not surprising, especially when entry-level 
professionals tend to be employed in positions where they may be just beginning to 
utilize their leadership practices in a professional way. Entry-level employees are 
commonly assigned to the more mundane duties that help make the organization function 
and may be less likely to have the professional responsibility for providing the kind of 
visionary leadership for departments that is expected of mid- or senior-level leaders.  
Consequently, it is also not surprising that senior-level professionals scored 
higher on all five leadership practices than did the mid- and entry-level professionals. 
Additionally, their scores were significantly higher for the leadership practices of:  
Inspire a Shared Vision (M = 47.72, SD = 8.31), Challenge the Process (M = 48.46, SD = 
7.15), and Enable Others to Act (M = 53.50, SD = 4.63), which are all core skills and 
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values that are required of leaders who desire to accomplish extraordinary things within 
in an organization (Kouzes & Posner, 2002). These findings are consistent with results in 
Straub’s (1997) study regarding the leadership practices of senior student affairs officers 
at 400 college and universities across the country. According to Straub (1997), senior-
level student affairs professionals perceived themselves as frequently using the leadership 
practices of Challenge the Process, Enable Others to Act, and Encourage the Heart in 
their work. When the results regarding the leadership practices by level of current 
position found in the current study were compared to Kouzes and Posner’s (2010) 
database of scores by hierarchical position, similar findings were revealed. Professionals 
at the executive level scored higher on four of the five leadership practices than did 
Supervisory and Middle management. In a study investigating the leadership 
competencies of community college leaders, Hassan (2008) found that community 
college presidents identified progressive job responsibilities as one of the most significant 
contributing factors in their development of a wide range of leadership competencies. It is 
not too surprising then that senior-level student affairs professionals reported higher 
levels of the leadership practices and behaviors. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 103 
 
Research Question #2: To what extent do the leadership practices of student affairs 
professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice Inventory 
differ by the interaction between race (Black, White, Hispanic, Asian, and Other) 
and gender (male and female), race (Black, White, Hispanic, Asian, and Other) and 
level of current position (entry, mid, and senior), and gender (male and female) and 
level of current position (entry, mid, and senior)? 
No significant interactions existed among the leadership practices of the student 
affairs professionals when analyzed between race and gender, race and level of current 
position, and gender and level of current position. However, some interesting 
observations were found when studying the distribution of scores relative to the 
interaction between gender and level of current position. One observation is that while 
the majority of the respondents were female (58% female vs 42% male) and more 
females were found at the entry and mid-level positions, this was not the case for senior-
level positions. In other words, more males were found at the senior-level than females. 
This finding is consistent with prior researchers (Gregory, 1999; Harris et al., 2002; 
Holtkamp, 2002) who have reported that more males ascend to senior-level positions in 
higher education than females even though more females occupy student affairs 
positions.  
Another observation revealed among the data is the fact that while females 
accounted for more than double the number of males in entry-level positions, the ratio of 
males to females with a doctoral degree was nearly 1:1. It has been well-documented 
(Harris, Smith, & Hale, 2002; Eggins, 1997) that a disproportionate number of women in 
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student affairs tend to be relegated to entry or mid-level position, even though they 
possess terminal degrees consistent with their male counterparts in senior-level positions. 
While a significant interaction was found among leadership practices when 
analyzed between race and gender, analysis of each leadership practice individually 
revealed no significant difference. This may be because no significant difference was 
found when only gender was analyzed. In addition, when race was analyzed, only Black 
student affairs professionals perceived their leadership practices differently on the 
practice of Encourage the Heart. Although the current findings on the perceived 
leadership practices of student affairs professionals reveal differences for race and level 
of current position when analyzed independently, no differences were found when the 
interactions between the demographic variables were analyzed in this study. 
Research Question #3: To what extent do the leadership practices of student affairs 
professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice Inventory 
differ by the interaction between race (Black, White, Hispanic, Asian, and Other), 
gender (male and female), and level of current position (entry, mid, and senior)? 
There were no statistical differences in the self-perceived use of the leadership 
practices by student affairs professionals in this study when leadership practices were 
analyzed by the relationship between race, gender, and level of current position. As 
previously stated, the current findings indicate that the interactions between the 
demographic variables do not affect the perceived leadership practice of student affairs 
professionals. 
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Research Question #4: To what extent do the leadership practices of student affairs 
professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice Inventory 
differ by age (less than 20, 21-30, 31-40, 41-50, 51-60, 60+) and highest degree 
earned (associate’s, bachelor’s, master’s, and doctorate)? 
When the leadership practices of respondents were analyzed by age and highest 
degree earned, there was a statistical difference in the perceived use of the leadership 
practices of respondents by highest degree earned. Participants with a doctorate degree 
scored significantly higher on all five leadership practices than participants with a 
master’s or bachelor’s degree (Table 25). These results are important since opportunities 
to assume increased job responsibilities and take on challenging assignments are often 
provided to professionals with higher degrees. It is not surprising that more highly 
educated professionals would regularly perceive themselves utilizing these types of 
leadership skills and perhaps be more aware of the types of leadership practices needed to 
be successful. Townsend & Weise (1992) noted, “possessing a doctorate degree is 
generally perceived as being necessary for advancement to senior-level administrative 
positions, particularly in larger institutions” (p. 57). Similarly, findings in a study by 
Evans (1994), examining the experiences of Black higher education administrators, 
revealed that professionals with higher degrees are often recruited for mid- to senior-level 
positions and exemplify greater diversity in their leadership. Conversely, these results 
were inconsistent with earlier findings (Ottinger, 1990; Daufenbach, 1995) that revealed 
no significant differences between the leadership practices of professionals based upon 
their educational level. Nevertheless, it does appear reasonable to assume that student 
affairs professionals with a doctorate degree would score higher on the five leadership 
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practices than their colleagues with a master’s or bachelor’s degree. It is also likely that 
senior-level student affairs professionals have had coursework, workshops or other 
experiences emphasizing the leadership practices measured by the LPI. 
Similar to gender, the current study revealed no significant differences for the 
leadership practices of respondents by age. The number of respondents was consistent for 
different age categories, with the exception of those above the age of 61. Although 
approximately 75% of the respondents were below the age of 50, a majority (70.3%) 
were found at the mid- and senior-levels. This finding suggests that student affairs 
professionals may be ascending to higher-level positions in their 30’s and 40’s. Contrary 
to results for level of current position, results for age did not reveal that older student 
affairs professionals scored higher than did younger student affairs professionals for any 
of the five leadership practices. It is heartening to know that the advanced degrees, not 
age alone, seem to be related to improved perceptions of one’s use of the leadership 
practices. In other words, the age of student affairs professionals does not dictate their 
leadership potential. However, factors such as leadership experiences, exposure to 
leadership training programs, and mentorship have been shown to have an influence on 
one’s leadership practices (Kouzes and Posner, 2002).  
 Research Question #5: To what extent do the leadership practices of student affairs 
professionals as measured by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice Inventory 
differ by the interaction between age (less than 20, 21-30, 31-40, 41-50, 51-60, 60+), 
and highest degree earned (associate’s, bachelor’s, master’s, and doctorate)? 
There were no statistical differences in the perceived use of the leadership 
practices of respondents when analyzed by the relationship between age and highest 
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degree earned. As previously stated, these findings suggest that the interactions between 
the demographic variables do not affect the perceived leadership practice of student 
affairs professionals. 
Comparison of Findings to Prior Research 
One of the first questions anyone asks after taking a survey like the LPI is, “How 
did I do in terms of my leadership practice?” It is natural, as well, for a researcher to be 
interested in “How did the results of my sample compare with other groups who have 
taken the leadership practice inventory?” Fortunately, similar data has been reported by 
Kouzes and Posner (2002) and other researchers (Taylor, 2001; Rozeboom, 2008) that 
help provide a normative comparison. Table 28 provides a comparative summary of the 
results of the current study with those of the Kouzes and Posner norms and data from two 
dissertations (Taylor, 2001; Rozeboom, 2008) where the LPI was administered to chief 
student affairs officers. Rozeboom (2008) surveyed 338 student affairs officers from 
selected institutions in the United States, while Taylor (2001) surveyed 48 chief student 
affairs officers from five nationally recognized higher education institutions. The 
comparison of the current research results with data found in Taylor and Rozeboom 
studies provides an opportunity for some interesting comparisons. Although in several 
instances, results in the current study supported the findings of prior studies in other 
cases, inconsistencies were apparent among the studies. 
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Table 28 
 
Comparison of LPI Scores of Different Normative Research Groups 
Leadership 
Practices 
Kouzes & 
Posner 
(n= >100,000) 
Taylor 
(n = 48) 
Rozeboom 
(n = 338) 
Current Study 
(n = 691) 
 M M M M 
Model the Way 
 
47.0 49.80 51.62 48.54 
Inspire a Shared 
Vision 
 
40.6 44.60 47.51 44.97 
Challenge the 
Process 
 
43.9 45.80 48.84 46.48 
Enable Others to 
Act 
 
48.7 52.60 53.75 52.13 
Encourage the 
Heart 
43.8 48.40 49.94 48.02 
 
The Kouzes & Posner (2002) database contains the scores from over 100,000 
participants. These participants included higher education professionals as well as a wide 
variety of non-educational organizations such as health care administrators, banking 
personnel, church pastors, law enforcement officers, hotel managers, nurses, and 
directors of family support centers. The mean scores of Kouzes & Posner (2002) database 
are the lowest of the four normative groups in table 28. The mean scores from the current 
research study and Taylor’s research are remarkably similar. However, the Rozeboom 
group has higher mean scores for each leadership practice. An interesting observation is 
that when all four groups’ means scores are ranked from highest to lowest, the highest 
leadership practice ranked one and two are the same for all four data sets. In addition, the 
lowest ranked practice is the same for all four groups. In all four normative groups, 
Enable Others to Act was the most frequently perceived leadership practice, with Model 
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the Way the second most used practice, and Inspire a Shared Vision was perceived to be 
the least used leadership practice. Challenge the Process and Encourage the Heart varied 
between the 3rd and 4th ranking of the practices in the four data sets.  
When comparing data among the studies of Taylor (2001), Rozeboom (2008), and 
the current study, student affairs professionals (high level student affairs administrators) 
show remarkable consistency. Student affairs professionals in each of these studies 
perceived their use of Enable Others to Act as their most frequently used leadership 
practice. According to Kouzes and Posner (2007), leaders who Enable Others to Act 
follow through on promises and commitments that they make, develop cooperative 
relationships with people they work with, and “foster collaboration, build trust, and 
engage those who must make the project work” (p. 20). For example, according to 
Sandeen (2004), working harmoniously and collectively allows student affairs 
professionals to successfully and effectively deal with challenges and issues that impact 
the whole student on college campuses. Similarly, in the seminal work of Delworth and 
Hanson (1989), student affairs professionals were described as individuals who work 
together and support each other on college campuses to help students achieve a positive 
educational experience and nurture the educational community. Thus, enabling others to 
act appears to be a long-standing value that may be embedded in the culture of student 
affairs practice and embraced by student affairs leaders as suggested by these results.  
Another leadership practice that emerged as being used very frequently is that of 
modeling the way. According to Kouzes and Posner (2007), leaders who Model the Way 
“find their voice by clarifying their personal values and set examples by aligning actions 
with shared values” (p. 22). In describing the role of successful student affairs 
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professionals, Komives and Woodard (2003) suggested that these professionals not only 
work collaboratively to establish principles concerning how colleagues and students 
should be treated, but they also set examples for others to follow.  
            Interestingly, for all four comparison normative groups presented in table 28, the 
least used leadership practice was inspiring a shared vision. According to Kouzes and 
Posner (2007), leaders who Inspire a Shared Vision possess the ability to envision the 
future and enlist others by appealing to shared aspirations. It could be that this leadership 
practice is least frequently used because most student affairs professionals are considered 
entry- or mid-level professionals. In other words, it is important that senior-level student 
affairs professionals inspire those whom they lead to a shared vision to ensure that the 
“division of Student Affairs contributes to the big picture of institutional effectiveness 
and change that can enhance the productivity of student affairs and the larger institution” 
(Komives & Woodard, 2003, pg. 287). Is it possible that student affairs professionals see 
leading others to a shared vision as antithetical to encouraging others to seek their own 
dreams? Can student affairs leaders encourage colleagues and students to realize their 
own goals and dreams while encouraging a shared vision? In this study, as well as the 
Taylor and Rozeboom research, the standard deviation is greatest for the leadership 
practice of inspiring others to a shared vision. This would indicate a wider diversity of 
responses on this leadership practice. This might also lead one to speculate that different 
types of student affairs professionals’ responsibilities such as administering a department 
versus working with students would require slightly different combinations of skill sets. 
Again, it is entirely possible to conjecture that senior-level professionals would be more 
inclined to inspire a shared vision among their staff members than those professionals 
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who are working directly with students on a regular basis. Kouzes and Posner (2002), 
found some difference in the leadership practice mean scores for different functional 
areas of a company (customer service, finance, marketing ,etc.), particularly for the 
practices of encouraging the heart and inspiring a shared vision. Further research might 
address this issue by examining the LPI survey results by job responsibilities within the 
student affairs field. 
Limitations 
 Four limitations should be taken into consideration when interpreting the results 
of this study. These limitations are: 
1. The results of this study cannot be generalized to all student affairs professionals 
because the participants were limited to those individuals who were members of 
the Southern Region of NASPA. Not all student affairs professionals are members 
of NASPA, and not all professionals in the Southern Region states are registered 
with the southern region of NASPA. 
2. The study was limited to the leaders’ self-perceptions, and their perceptions may 
have been subject to change over time. Perceptions are a subjective phenomenon, 
impacted by mood, experiences, and how individuals interpret their surroundings.  
3. The study’s demographic information sheet did not allow for the identification of 
multicultural, transgender, or homosexual orientations of individuals. Some 
professionals were born from parents of different cultural backgrounds. Often 
times, these professionals have to pick a specific cultural background when filling 
out surveys where multicultural is not an option. This study did not provide 
multicultural, transgender, or homosexual as option to choose from on the 
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demographic information sheet because there existed the potential that these 
categories would yield a small number of responses and as a result, specific 
statistical analyses could not have been conducted. Thus, the full range of 
diversity that may have existed among the participants could not be identified.  
4. Though the research was intended to focus specifically on student affairs 
professionals, it is possible that some participants in the study served in a dual 
role, as both student affairs professionals and faculty, on their respective 
campuses.  
Implications for Practice 
 The results of this study support three comprehensive implications for practice for 
student affairs professionals and administrators. These implications involve  building 
upon the leadership practice Enabling Others to Act,, providing opportunities for 
professional growth and development for new student affairs professionals,  supporting 
student affairs professionals who desire to earn a terminal degree, and using the 
Leadership Practice Inventory for leadership assessment. 
 Student affairs professionals in this study engaged in the leadership practice, 
Enable Others to Act, more frequently than any other leadership practices. The 
implication is that student affairs professionals would be proactive in creating 
cooperative goals and sustaining trusting relationships that enable other professionals to 
act. The profession of Student Affairs requires leaders to engage in common practices 
and work together to achieve goals that benefit the academic institution and its’ students. 
The practice of Enable Others to Act supports the notion of turning followers into leaders 
and establishing a sense of shared power, particularly in the shared governance context of 
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higher education. For example, it would be important for Vice-Presidents of Student 
Affairs to “foster collaboration and build trust” among the offices of the directors of 
student affairs to meet student needs and achieve departmental goals (Kouzes & Posner, 
2007, pg. 20). Similarly, a mid-level student affairs professional such as a registrar might 
empower an assistant registrar to try a new program that would allow for greater numbers 
of students to sign-up for classes in a shorter period to enhance the registration process. 
Working together with department heads and allowing for open exchange of ideas and 
opinions suggests that student affairs professionals would be more likely to develop 
cooperative relationships with people they work with, set personal examples of what they 
expect from others, and actively listen to diverse points of view. Researchers (Rozeboom, 
2008; Aaker, 2003; Taylor, 2001) and Kouzes and Posner’s (2002) database of research 
that have used the LPI consistently demonstrated that student affairs professionals and 
college administrators used the leadership practice “Enable Others to Act” more 
frequently than any other leadership practice.  
Since entry-level respondents in this study scored significantly lower on all five 
leadership practices compared to mid- and senior-level respondents, it seems that the 
Student Affairs profession may benefit from professional development and pre-service 
programs where the leadership practice inventory is administered and professionals are 
made aware of their leadership practices skills. For example, student affairs preparation 
programs, such as a College Student Affairs program, may want to incorporate the 
leadership practice inventory early in the coursework to expose young professionals to 
their perceptions of their leadership practices. Gardner (1989) stated that successful 
organizations “work in quite imaginative ways to develop initiative downward and 
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outward through their organizations and to develop their lower levels of leadership” (p. 
19). For example, an entry-level coordinator working in student housing, lacking 
appropriate leadership knowledge base and skill, might attend an off-campus social 
function where alcohol is being served to a group of students below the legal age of 
drinking. In this scenario, the entry-level professional could believe attending this event 
is harmless because the event is taking place off-campus. In other words, this 
professional may not be aware of the potential negative outcomes that could result from 
this particular situation. However, a seasoned senior-level professional may have a 
different perception of and response to the inappropriateness of attending or supporting 
this type of event relative to the legal ramification and the general safety and well-being 
of the student. In instances where student affairs professionals are in need of enhanced 
knowledge and skill, professional development programs as well as mentoring could 
prove to be very beneficial for enhancing the leadership practices of these professionals. 
Mentoring would require that a more experienced professional serve as an advisor to a 
less experienced professional to provide advice and guidance on issues that promote 
development and professional growth (Dalton, 2003). Staff development programs, such 
as workshops, coaching sessions, seminars, team projects, cross training, self-directed 
training, and group activities could provide the opportunities for student affairs 
professionals to develop and grow as leaders. For example, the University of Central 
Florida developed a Leadership Enhancement Program (LEP) to provide development 
opportunities to gain career enhancing skills and leadership experiences in today’s 
changing educational environment. Professionals participate in monthly seminars and 
receive mentoring by a senior-level executive. In addition, participants receive guidance 
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and assistance with public speaking, resume writing, professional attire, and interviewing 
skills. Similar programs can be created at colleges and universities to assist young student 
affairs professionals in developing their leadership skills. 
Student affairs professionals with a doctoral degree scored significantly higher 
than professionals with a master’s or bachelor’s degree on all five leadership practices 
Rozeboom (2008) asserted that chief student affairs officers recognized the important 
linkage of the terminal degree with promotional opportunities. In other words, providing 
student affairs professionals with opportunities to earn a doctoral degree can lead to 
career advancement. Could student affairs professionals who hold doctorate degrees 
automatically exhibit more effective leadership behaviors? It is less likely that the 
doctoral degree itself caused student affairs professionals, in this study, to score higher on 
the leadership practice inventory than master’s and bachelor degree professionals. 
However, student affairs professionals with a doctoral degree are often considered for 
senior-level positions because their previous experience coming up through the ranks, 
and have had many opportunities for professional development and experience in 
problem solving, which in all likelihood improved their leadership practices.  
Finally, administering the Leadership Practice Inventory (LPI) to help leaders in 
student affairs evaluate their leadership practices is very important. The LPI has been 
used in many different disciplines, including student affairs, to assess leadership 
practices. Many researchers (Rozeboom, 2008; Miatra, 2007; Stout-Stewert, 2005; Aaker, 
2003) have used the LPI to examine the leadership practices of mid- and senior-level 
professionals, female student affairs officers, and chief student affairs officers. The LPI 
could be administered individually to professionals and immediate results could provide 
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professionals with an overview of how they scored pertaining to each of the five 
leadership practices. The results could stimulate professionals, at all levels, to better 
understand how they lead and identify specific areas of personal improvement and 
development. Entry-level professionals can begin an assessment of their leadership 
practices with the LPI-Self, which would help them to gauge their perceptions of how 
they lead. Furthermore, a combination of the LPI-Self and the LPI-Observer can be used 
for mid- and senior-level professionals to draw comparisons between how they, as 
leaders, and their subordinates perceive their leadership practices. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
While the primary outcomes of this study shed light upon the leadership practices 
of student affairs professionals exercised, differences were observed between specific 
individual demographic variables and within interactions among these variables. As a 
result of this study, several recommendations are made for future research: 
1. A mixed-method research study could be conducted in which the perceived 
leadership practices of a particular demographic of student affairs 
professionals are explored using interviews to not only examine differences in 
professionals’ leadership practices but also to identify the specific types of 
student affairs experiences that may have influenced their leadership practices. 
2. A qualitative study could be undertaken to explore the specific types of 
experiences (educational, professional, personal, religious, etc.) student affairs 
professionals believe were most influential to their development of their 
leadership practices. 
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3. A study could be undertaken to complete a 360-degree assessment of student 
affairs professionals, where administrators reported their use of the leadership 
practices and both their direct reports and their supervisors rate the 
administrators on their perceptions of the actual use of the leadership 
practices. 
4. A quantitative study could be undertaken to examine differences in leadership 
practices of student affairs professionals with respect to institutional type 
(Predominately White Institutions (PWI), Historically Black Colleges and 
Universities (HBCU), Private, Public, Community Colleges, etc.). 
Conclusions 
Kouzes and Posner (2007) defined effective leadership as “a relationship between 
those who aspired to lead and those who chose to follow" (p. 24). Their research revealed 
that a “fundamental pattern of leadership behavior emerged when people were 
accomplishing extraordinary things in organizations”, which lead to the creation of the 
Leadership Practice Inventory (LPI) (pp. 310-311). By using the Leadership Practices 
Inventory, this researcher  provided empirical data concerning the leadership practices of 
student affairs professionals in the southern region of NASPA.  
  Major findings in this study indicated that student affairs professionals at the 
senior-level exemplified each of the five leadership practices more frequently than 
student affairs professionals at mid- and entry-levels. Additionally, student affairs 
professionals possessing a doctorate degree exemplified each of the five leadership 
practices more frequently than professionals possessing a master’s or bachelor’s degree 
did. Furthermore, Black professionals exemplified the leadership practice Encourage the 
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Heart more frequently than did Whites, Hispanics, and Other races in the study. Thus, 
one might ask, “What has been learned from this research that might assist student affairs 
professionals to better understand the variables that might impact their leadership 
development?” Kouzes and Posner have outlined five practices  (Model the Way, 
Challenge the Process, Encourage the Heart, Enable Others to Act, Inspire a Shared 
Vision) as essential ingredients to exemplary leadership. These leadership practices have 
been researched to show their effectiveness in helping leaders understand clear ways of 
behaving in dealing with some of the challenging and complex problems that are 
involved in leading others. While these leadership practices appear deceptively simple, 
this study shows that demographic variables such as one’s work experience and 
educational level may contribute to how often professionals feel they demonstrate these 
leadership practices in their daily work environments.  
This study also supports the ideas that leadership development is enhanced 
through work experience and educational level. Institutions of higher education that are 
interested in enhancing the leadership practices of professionals on their campus, might 
do well to implement training programs that include  mentoring and support networks by 
senior level student affairs professionals. This study supports the notion that student 
affairs professionals should be encouraged to participate in leadership development 
programs that expose these professionals to different leadership challenges that stimulate 
their development.  
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Appendix H:  Descriptive Statistics  
Model the Way 
Ind. Variables  n Mean  Std.  Skewness Kurtosis 
Race   689 48.53  5.99  -.437  -.340   
Gender  687 48.54  5.97  -.425  -.354 
LCP   661 48.60  5.88  -.442  -.280 
HDE   681 48.58  5.98  -.432  -.353 
Age   687 48.53  5.96  -.423  -.351 
 
Challenge the Process 
Ind. Variables  n Mean  Std.  Skewness Kurtosis 
Race   689 46.49  7.22  -.386  -.400   
Gender  687 46.48  7.22  -.379  -.409 
LCP   661 46.53  7.15  -.395  -.384 
HDE   681 46.52  7.24  -.389  -.416 
Age   687 46.48  7.22  -.378  -.409 
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Inspire a Shared Vision 
Ind. Variables  n Mean  Std.  Skewness Kurtosis 
Race   689 44.96  8.41  -.515  -.279   
Gender  687 44.98  8.42  -.519  -.279 
LCP   661 45.06  8.31  -.531  -.208 
HDE   681 44.97  8.43  -.517  -.286 
Age   687 44.98  8.42  -.516  -.280 
 
Enable Others to Act 
Ind. Variables  n Mean  Std.  Skewness Kurtosis 
Race   689 52.13  4.67  -.536  -.278   
Gender  687 52.12  4.68  -.532  -.290 
LCP   661 52.16  4.63  -.545  -.266 
HDE   681 52.15  4.69  -.542  -.287 
Age   687 52.11  4.67  -.534  -.280 
 
Encourage the Heart 
Ind. Variables  n Mean  Std.  Skewness Kurtosis 
Race   689 48.03  7.57  -.431  -.482   
Gender  687 48.00  7.55  -.429  -.476 
LCP   661 48.08  7.48  -.433  -.452 
HDE   681 48.01  7.58  -.428  -.482 
Age   687 48.00  7.55  -.432  -.473 
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Appendix I:  Shapiro-Wilk Results for Leadership Practices 
Leadership Practices  Shapiro-Wilk 
      Statistic       df  Sig.   
Model the Way  .976    691  0.00 
Inspire a Shared Vision .971             691       0.00 
Challenge the Process  .979                 691       0.00 
Enable Others to Act  .966                 691       0.00 
Encourage the Heart  .967                 691       0.00 
 
 
Appendix J:  Box's M Test Results 
Box ‘s M 875.417 
F   1.238 
d1   525 
d2   14578.714 
Sig.   0.00 
a. Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal 
across groups. 
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Appendix K:  Cronbach Coefficient Alpha Results 
Leadership Practices     Cronbachα 
Challenge the Process     .816 
Inspire a Shared Vision    .793 
Model the Way     .782 
Enable Others to Act      .734    
Encourage the Heart      .706  
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Appendix L:  Letter of Endorsement 
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Appendix M:  Leadership Practice Inventory Approval Letter
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